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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE vuNDERSTAND that an application is about to be made in 
the Chancery Division in a case where land has already been 
registered under the Land Transfer Acts, to remove the land 
from the register, in view of an intended sale. This will 
probably be the forerunner of a large crop of similar appli- 
cations. 





THE ARRANGEMENT, inaugurated last sittings, for the division 
of the witness and non-witness work of the three sets of chambers 
in the Chancery Division between the six Chancery judges 
appears to be tending towards disposal of the work with un- 
exampled despatch. On Tuesday last it is understood that 
there were not sufficient non-witness cases to form a day’s paper 
in the branch to which Cozzns-Harpy and Farwett, JJ., are 
jointly attached, and both those judges were ingly on that 
day hearing witness actions. e same state of affairs appears 
to have existed on Wednesday last in the chambers attached to 
Kexewicu and Joyce, JJ., jointly, with the same result. In 
the chambers of Byrnz and Bucxtzy, JJ., alone was there 
mtg | any non-witness work ready for the non-witness 
judge. Under these circumstances the once existing block, 
even of witness actions, in the Chancery Division will soon be a 
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reproach of the past. It even seems to be doubtful whether 
there will, in each set of chambers, be sufficient work to employ 
the two judges of that set until the end of the present sittings, 


especially when regard is had to the somewhat rapid way in 
which the witness actions are now taken. In fact, with the 
present falling off of business in the Chancery Division, each 
set of chambers provides rather too much work for one judge, 
| and not nearly enough for two judges. It would be in every 
way suitable that the work under the Companies Acts should be 
restored to the Chancery Division, and 
relieve the pressure in the Queen’s Bench Division, of which he 
was originally appointed a judge. 


nicHt, J., set free to 





Mr. Justice Kexewicu recently made some useful observa- 


tions as to the necessity of serving beneficiaries on an application 
to appoint new trustees under the Trustee Act, 1893. 


his isa 
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point of practice which is confined to chamber business, and for 
that reason is likely to escape the notice of all but those who 
teay be directly interested in a specific case. The learned judge 
consulted the senior registrar, who reported that the original 
ice under the Trustee Act, 1850, was that all persons 
beneficially interested must be served, but that the practice had 
‘since been modified in order to obviate unnecessary expense 
sand inconvenience. No general rule had ever been laid down, 
but where it was suggested that service on a beneficiary 
might be dispensed with, it was the custom of the registrars 
to require the matter to be mentioned to the court. He 
cited the following cases: Re Blanchard (1861, 3 D. G. F. & 
J. 131), where Turner, L.J., says “it has not been unusual 
to dispense with service on all parties” ; Re Green (1875, L. R. 
10 Ch. 272), where service was dispensed with on a trustee of 
wnsound mind; Hyde v. Benbow (1884, W. N. 117), where 
service on an absconding trustee was dispensed with; and Re 
Wilson (1886, 31 Ch. D. 522), where service on a beneficiary in 
‘Australia was dispensed with. To these cases might be added 
Re Richards (1852, 5 D.G. & Sm. 636), which is the earliest 
reported case on thesubject. It was there held that primd facie 
all beneficiaries ought to be before the court, though it was 
obvious that such a course might be impossible; but that 
where there was no suggestion as to impossibility, all 
ought to be served. Re Lightbody (1885, 338 W. R. 452) 
‘seems also to have escaped the registrar. In this case 
‘two trustees were to be appointed, one of whom was a 
beneficiary, and the other the husband of a beneficiary. Service 
on a third beneficiary, who was sui juris, but resident at 
Buenos Ayres, was dispensed with. In the result, as stated by 
‘Kerewicn, J., it was not necessary that there should be an 
express order dispensing with service on any beneficiary, but 
the court would, in the exercise of its discretion according 
to the circumstances of each particular case, proceed in the 
absence of any beneficiary if his interests were fairly represented 
and he could not reasonably be before the court. It would 
that there must be some good reason for the non-service 

@ beneficiary, and the question is the subject of a purely 


discretionary jurisdiction. 


Tue pecision of the Court of Appeal (Cozims and 
Srimuine, L.JJ.) in Spence v. Coleman (reported elsewhere) calls 
attention to a singular defect in the procedure for levying 
execution by attachment of debts. A dividend of £116 had 
beeome payable to A. as a shareholder in a company which was 
in course of voluntary liquidation. A. being abroad, and his 
address not being known, the liquidator paid the amount into 
the Bank of England to the Companies Liquidation Account, in 
pursuance of section 15 (3) of the Companies Act, 1890. About 
the same time B., who was a creditor of A., recovered judgment 
against him for £1,829, and, looking about for means to satisfy the 
judgment, B. decided to attempt to get hold of the £116. For this 
agaeey he not unnaturally had recourse to garnishee proceedings. 

got 


an order against the Inspector-General in Companies 
Liquidation attaching the amount, and had the Inspector-General 
seen his way to complying with the order, B. would have obtained 
money to which he was fairly entitled. A garnishee order, how- 
ever, supposes that there is a debt which can be attached, and it 
appears to be settled that a sum due from an official 
recelver AE gp v. Gregory, 383 W. R. 204, 24 Q. B. D. 
281), and equally a sum due from another official 
in winding up, is not a debt. Moreover, when money 
has been paid into the bank under sub-section 3, the 
mode in which it is to be got out is specified in sub-section 5, 
a nga claiming ‘to be entitled may apply to the Board of 
for payment, and the Board of Trade may, on a certificate 

by the liquidator that the person claiming is entitled, make 
an order for payment. This provision is sufficient where the 
= is made by the person originally entitled, but if the 
section precludes any other mode of payment out of the 
bank it seems to prevent payment to a sonluar in such a case as 


the present. If he cannot obtain a garnishee order it is not 
clear that he can gain a title to the money, and the liquidator 
cannot give the necessary certificate. A liberal interpretation 


ever, were unable to arrive at this result, and the garnishee order 
was discharged. 





Amone THE many points which are continually arising in 
connection with the ad valorem stamp duty on conveyances on 
sale, there is the question of distinguishing whether a transac- 
tion, which is of the nature of a family arrangement, but which 
involves pecuniary consideration, is to be treated as a family 
arrangement or a sale. In Denn v. Diamond (4 B. & O. 248) it 
was laid down that a sale involves two parties, a seller and a 
purchaser, and that, unless the person parting with the property 
receives a guid pro quo, there is no sale, notwithstanding that the 
taking the property may have to pay something. Thus, 
where a father conveyed property to his son in consideration of 
natural love and affection, and of the son giving his bond to 
augment his sisters’ portions by £1,500, it was held that the deed 
was one of family arrangement and not of sale. In substance 
it was a scheme for division of the property among the children, 
and was not turned into a sale by the son coming under an 
obligation to pay money to other members of the family. The 
question has arisen again, though under different circumstances, 
in the case of Marquis of Bristol v. Inland Revenue Commissioners 
(Zimes, 8th inst.), decided by a Divisional Court (Kznnepy and 
Puriimorg, JJ.) this week. A. was absolutely entitled to estate 
X, subject to a mortgage for £62,000, and to certain valuable 
chattels. He was also tenant for life of estate Y, with remainder 
to B., to whom he owed £123,800. An arrangement was made by 
which estate X and the chattels were to go to B., who was to 
assume liability for the mortgage debt and to release his own 
debt. This was effected by three deeds, the first of which 
substituted B. for A. as the person liable to pay the £62,000 ; the 
second passed estate X from A. to B., subject to the mortgage for 
this amount; and the third conveyed the chattels, the debt of 
£123,800 being released, and a family arrangement being 
entered into with regard to estate Y. While the transaction as 
a whole had the appearance of a family arrangement, yet it was 
not possible to say, as in Denn v. Diamond, that A., who was the 
conveying party, received no guid pro quo. He parted with his 
property, and he did not receive any consideration in cash, but 

e obtained a release from the two debts, and this seems to 
have been sufficient to give the transaction the character of a 
sale. The Divisional Court accordingly decided in favour of 
this view, and affirmed the claim of the commissioners to ad 
valorem duty. 





Tue case of Ryder v. Simms was an action for commission 
recently tried before Daria, J. According to the news- 
paper report of the case, the material facts appear to be 
that the defendant wished to dispose of a beerhouse, and 
arranged with the plaintiff by written agreement that if he could 
sell the house for any sum over £700 he should be entitled to 
half the excess. The plaintiff having succeeded in selling the 
house to a firm of brewers for £800, claimed £50 as the amount 
to which he was entitled under the agreement, but payment was 
refused, the defence being that the plaintiff was, at the date of 
the agreement, unknown to the defendant, acting for the brewers 
in the purchase of the premises, and was paid a commission by 
them. The plaintiff on his part contended that he never did act 
for the purchasers, but he admitted that upon the completion of 
the purchase the agent for the purchasers paid him 
on their behalf £20, saying that they were much obliged 
to him for his assistance in explaining matters. He also 
admitted that he had given a receipt for this £20 as commission, 
and that he had never informed the defendant of the payment. 
There was not, however, the slightest evidence to shew that the 
brewers, the purchasers, knew that he was acting as agent for 
the defendant or any one interested in the promises. The 
learned judge, after observing that there was no reason why the 
purchasers should make the plaintiff a present if they thought he 
was acting for the defendant, invited the jury to find a verdict for 
the defendant if they thought that a deception had beea 
practised upon him, which they a did. It may be that 
we are not in possession of all the facts of the case, but, 
while conceding that the plaintiff could not retain the £20 
paid to him in all innocence by the purchasers, and that he 
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we upon what principle he could be supposed to have 
wholly forfeited his right to commission, The contract 
for the sale of the premises could not be repadiated by the 
defendant, as there was nothing in the conduct of the purcliasers 
to which exception could be taken. This contract had been 
rocured by the plaintiff, and it could not be said that, as 
tween him and the defendant, there was a total failure of 
consideration. Justice would seem to be-satisfied by deducting 
from the £50 claimed by the plaintiff the £20 which he had 
received from the purchasers. 





Propasty the greatest blot existing upon English criminal 
law is its inability in a great number of cases to punish ons 
who fraudulently misappropriate property intrusted to them, or 
received by them on behalf of others. The fault lies chiefly at 
the door of sections 75 and 76 of the Larceny Act, 1861, which 
seem to have been expressly framed in order to furnish as many 
rogues as possible with the means of escaping from justice. 
Attention has been called to these sections over and over again, 
but never probably with greater force than in the extradition 
case of In re Bellencontre (89 W. R. 381; 1891, 2 Q. B. 
122), argued before Cave and Wiis, JJ., in 1891. In 
that case the prisoner was charged with nineteen different 
acts of misappropriation of money in France. As to fifteen 
of these acts, however, the court was reluctantly obliged 
to hold that they were not punishable by English law. 
ave, J., pointed out how some dishonest persons escaped 
because only verbal, and not written, instructions were given to 
them as to the application of money; others escaped because 
they did not fall under the particular classes of bailees men- 
tioned in the statute; others because it was money, and not a 
valuable security, which they had misappropriated ; and others 
because the money had been intrusted to them, not for safe 
custody, but for some other purpose. Whuu41s, J., said: “I 
cannot help saying that I share a certain feeling of humilia- 
tion which my learned brother has expressed, when one is 
obliged to confess formally to a neighbouring country that 
agreat part of the atrocious things which have been done by 
this man, if the evidence is to be relied upon, are not punish- 
able by English law. It does seem an extraordinary thing that 
aman, being intrusted with money by other people for invest- 
ment, should be able to put it into his own pocket fraudulently 
and dishonestly, and yet commit no crime punishable by 
English law.” It would be difficult to frame a more severe 
indictment against our criminal law than this judgment, 
and yet Parliament has allowed ten to pass and has 
done nothing. At last, however, it looks as if the blot were 
to be removed, for the Attorney-General has introduced a Bill 


mes law it is to be known as the Larceny Act, 1901. It 
tepeals sections 75 and 76 of the Act of 1861 entirely, sub- 
stituting for them a short provision of very wide scope, which is 
taloulated to catch many a rogue who hitherto has gone scot 
free with another man’s money in his pocket. It provides that 
“Whosoever (a) being intrusted, either solely or jointly with 
any other\ person, with any property, in order that he 
May retain in safe custody, or appl , pay, or deliver, for 
aly purpose or to any person, the property, or any part 
thereof, or any proceeds thereof; or (+) having, either 
wolely or jointly with any other person, received any pro- 
Perty for or on account of any other person, fraudulently con- 
verts to his own use or benefit, or the use or benefit of 
ay other person, the property, or any part thereof, or any 
proceeds thereof, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour,” and liable 
% &@ maximum punishment of seven years’ penal servitude. 
his provision will include embezzlement by a clerk or servant, 
anda number of existing offences. It will greatly simplify the 
law; it is entirely free from the artificial restrictions of the 
*xisting law; and it will enable us to forget a number of 
*cisions in the reports of which any man who values the 
credit of our law ought to be thoroughly ashamed. 





tioned: Reg. v. Cooper (L. R. 20. O, R..123). In this case the 
prisoner was eniployed as solicitor to raise a sum of money on 
mortgage; out of the money to pay off a previous mortgage, 
and to pay the balance to his client. He effected the mort- 

age and received the money, but misappropriated a part of it. 

© was indicted and convicted under sections 75 and 76 of the 
Larceny Act, 1861, but the High Court quashed the indictment, 
holding that his offence did not come within section 76, because 
the money was not intrusted to him for safe custody; nor within 
the first part of section 75, because no direction in writing had 
been given him as to the mode of applying the money; nor within 
the second part of section 75, because he had not been intrusted 
with a chattel or valuable security. In Reg v. Tatlock(2Q. B. D. 
157) it was proved that the defendant was an insurance broker, 
and had been intrusted with certain marine policies in order to 
recover the amounts due to the holders in of the loss of 
the insured ship. He received the money an panes. ga mre 
it, and was indicted and convicted under the second part of 
section 75. The conviction was quashed on the ground (inter 
alia) that the section applies only to the case of a broker who is 
intrusted with a security without authority to convert it into 
money, and who misappropriates the security or the 
proceeds of its conversion; but it does not apply 
where the security is intrusted to the t 
for collection, In Reg. v. Brownlow (14 Cox 216) the prisoner 
was an agent employed to sell goods on commission, and it was 
his duty to remit the money received, less his commission, to his 
principal as soon as possible. He received money for goods 
sold and converted it to his own use. His conviction under 
section 75 was quashed by the High Court because there 
had been no direction in writing to the prisoner as to the 
application of the moneys received, and also because he had 
not heen “‘intrusted” with the sums collected within the 
meaning of the statute. Reg. v. Portugal (34 W. R. 42, 16 
Q. B. D. 487) was another extradition case. The prisoner had 
been employed to open an account for the prosecutors with a Paris 
bank, and had been handed a cheque for per) ag Instead 
of carrying out his instructions, he had cashed the cheque and 
converted the proceeds to his own use. His extradition was 
refused by the High Court because he had not committed an 
offence under English law, as he did not come under the descrip- 
tion “‘ banker, merchant, broker, attorney, or other agent.” The 
words ‘‘or other agent” are limited by the preceding words, 
and only include an agent ¢jusdem generis with those specified. 
This case was followed and ap quite recently in Zeg. v. 
Kane (1901, 1 Q. B. 472). here the prisoner was @ pro- 
fessional conjurer, and had been handed a cheque by the prose- 
cutrix in order to pay on her behalf a deposit on application 
for certain shares. The prisoner was convicted under section 
75, but the conviction was quashed on: the ground that the 
section does not apply to any person who happens to act on be- 
halt of another, but only to agents of the class indicated. 
These cases are all law at present. It is to be hoped, however, 
that they will cease to be law at a very early date, and that 
Parliament will be able to spare the small amount of time 
necessary to bring about this much-needed reform. 





Tue case of Nash v. Hollinshead (1901, 1 K. B. 700) is a good 
illustration of the progress of the law relating to the liability of 
employers for injuries to workmen. The a 
workman who had been in the em pynent uf he capdiant, © 
farmer. The appellant had upon his farm a movable - 
engine which was used for the purposes of threshing, chaff. 
cutting, and grinding meal. For grinding the meal a. mill 
was used, the milling — being connected with the 
fly-wheel of the engine by a band. It was the duty of the 
respondent to attend to the ee theengine. It was used 
for the purpose of grinding meal about once every three weeks. 
The meal was consumed as food by the stock on thefarm. The 
appellant did not sell any of it, and carried on no other business 
than that of a farmer. The dent was engaged ia 
attending to the engine, while it waa being used for the purpose 
of grinding meal, when he met with the accident in of 
whieh he claimed 





AMona THE more ingpetees of the cases which the proposed 
g° in the law will overrule, the \following may be men- 


respondent, before the county court, that he was entitled to com- 
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pensation as having been employed in a “factory” within the | objects. They were fortified in this conclusion by section 203 of 
meaning of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, s. 7, sub-|of the London Building Act, which exempts bodies having 
section 2. It could not be argued under ordinary circumstances | statutory powers to supply electricity from certain provisions of 
that the term “factory” would include a farm, but the | the Act, but gives no such exemption in respect of the require- 
respondent relied on the definition of ‘‘ factory ” in section 7, sub- | ments of section 145. The result is that these bodies have the 
section 2 (by which ‘‘factory” has the same meaning as | onerous duty of complying with the provisions of both Acts with 
in the Factory and Workshop Acts, 1878 to 1891), and con- | respect to the execution of their works. 

tended that the place where the respondent was employed came 
within the definition of a non-textile factory given by section 93 
of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878. By section 93 the} ‘Tus porn decided in Smith v. Boon on the 3rd inst. is of 
expression ‘‘non-textile factory” means ‘‘any premises | practical importance, having regard to the great increase in the 
wherein - any manual labour is exercised by way of | number of light locomotives using the highways in and in the 
trade or for purposes of gain in or incidental to the making of | neighbourhood of London. Shortly after the passing of the 
any article or of part of any article, or the altering, repairing, | Tocomotiveson Highways Act, 1896, regulations under section 6 
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ornamenting, or finishing of any article, or to the adapting for 
sale of any article, and wherein steam, water, or other mechani- 
cal power is used in aid of the manufacturing process carried on 
there.” The Court of Appeal held, without any difficulty, that 
the case could not be brought within the definition; that 
the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, could not 
have been intended to apply to farming operations; 
that a farmer was not a trader, and that it was only by 
straining the words “for purposes of gain” that the case could 
be brought within the definition. It is scarcely necessary to say 
that the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vict. c. 
22), which comes into operation on the Ist of July next, and 
which provides that the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
shall apply to the employment of workmen in agriculture by any 
employer who employs one or more workmen in such employ- 
ment, has rendered this decision of comparatively little import- 
ance, and that if the accident had occurred after July next the 
plaintiff would have been entitled to recover. So far, however, 
as the case decides that a farm is not a “non-textile factory” 
within the meaning of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, it 
is still law. Several inquiries have been made as to the con- 
struction of the new Act—amongst others as to whether it applies 
to accidents to gardeners employed by residents in the country 
who do not maintain their gardens for purposes of gain. The 
general opinion appears to be that it does, and arrangements 
have been made to insure against the risk of such accidents. 





In THE cAsE of Whitechapel Board of Works v. Crow 
GranTHam and Cuannett, JJ., had to consider the applica- 
tion in @ somewhat difficult case of the principle that special 
legislation is not repealed by force of general words in a 
later Act without indication of a particular intention to effect 
such a repeal. This principle is clearly laid down by Lord 
Szvporne in Seward v. Vera Cruz (10 App. Cas., at p. 68). 
The question arose in relation to the London Building Act, 
1894, and a provisional order made under the Electric Light- 
ing Act, 1882, and confirmed by Parliament in the year 
1892. This provisional order and confirming Act empowered 
the Whitechapel board to supply electricity within 
their district, and contained, amongst many provisions 
relating to the works to be executed, a provision that the 
board should submit plans of works affecting streets for the 
approval of the county council. There was, however, no 
=" as to the supervision by that council of the works in 

il. Section 145 of the London Building Act, 1894, requires 
builders and others proposing to begin a building or structure 
to serve a ‘“‘building notice” on the district surveyor 
(an officer of the county council), with the result that 
thet surveyor has power to supervise the work and see 
that the provisions of the Act and the bye-laws made 
under it are observed. The Whitechapel board claimed 
the right to construct (under their powers contained in 
the electric lighting order) certain electrical boxes in streets 
without giving a building notice under the Act of 1894; it 
was contended that the provisions of section 145 are incon- 


sistent with the provisions of the order as to the construction of 
works and ought not, on the principle above mentioned, to be 
held to apply to buildings erected under the statutory powers 
conferred by the Act of 1892 which confirmed the order. The 
court, however, held that there was no inconsistency, the plans 


of that Act with _— to the use of light locomotives on high- 
ways were issued by the Local Government Board. Article 
4 (1) of the regulations provides that the locomotive shall 
not be driven “at any speed greater than is reasonable 
and proper having regard to the traffic on the high- 
way or so as to endanger the life or limb of any person 
or to the common danger of passengers.” In the case 
referred to, the driver of a light locomotive was con- 
victed under this regulation. The justices found that he was 
driving at a speed of from eighteen to twenty miles an hour, 
and that such speed was excessive having regard to the 
traffic on the highway in question, the high street of a 
small town. The objection was raised that no evidence was 
given that anyone was interfered with or incommoded by 
this use of the locomotive. It is true that in some cases 
as to offences under section 72 of the Highway Act, 1835, 
it has been held that danger or injury to passengers is a 
necessary ingredient of the offence: Stinson v. Browning (L. R. 
1 ©. P. 821) and Hill v. Somerset (51 J. P. 742). But this view 
depended on a consideration of the section as a whole, and the 
decisions are no authority as to the meaning of the plain words 
of the regulations as to locomotives. The court (Lord Atvzr- 
stone, O©.J., and Lawrancz, J.) were undoubtedly right in 
holding that no such evidence was necessary. It is somewhat 
remarkable that the proceedings in this case were not taken 
under the next succeeding regulation, which contains an absolute 
prohibition against driving a light locomotive at a greater speed 
than twelve miles an hour. 








Tue NATURAL reluctance of county court judges to make 
committal orders under the Debtors Act, 1869, is well exempli- 
fied by the case of Bailey v. Plant, which recently came before 
a Divisional Court (Lord Atverstonz, O.J., and Lawrancez, J.) 
on appeal from a county court. In the first instance, the county 
court judge refused to commit upon the ground that the remedy 
by committal is wholly punitive, and, therefore, not available 
to enforce payment by instalments under an award made 
in pursuance of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
which expressly provides that the prescribed memorandum 
of the amount recoverable under such an award 
‘‘shall for all purposes be enforceable as a county court 
judgment” (Schedule II., par. 8). The Court of Appeal 
overruled this objection (ante, p. 57), but, nevertheless, the 
county court judge still refused to commit, because, though 
the award itself had been sent to the registrar of the county 
court and registered by him, no memorandum thereof had been 
forwarded, as prescribed by Schedule II., par. 8, of the above- 
mentioned Act, and also because the award sought to be enforced 
was made by an arbitrator appointed by the county court judge 
and not by one nominated by the parties thgmselves. In allow- 
ing the appeal, the Divisional Oourt deprecated the attempt 
to draw subtle distinctions, not warranted by the plam 
language of the Act of Parliament, which, in providing thata 
memorandum of the award should be accepted by the registrar 
of the county court, and registered by him, obviously did not 
mean to enact that the fess sox of the award itself should be 


ineffectual, when, clearly, this more formal document constituted 
the best memorandum of the award. It was likewise point 

out, by the Lord Chief Justice, that the Court of Appeal must 
be taken to have considered all the objections formulated by the 





and notices required by the two Acts being directed to different 
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county court judge, including those now raised. 
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On arounps of public policy the law has never looked with 
favour upon arguments purporting to oust the jurisdiction of 
the ordinary legal tribunals. This principle has received recent 
application in the case of Cowell v. The Yorkshire Provident Life 
Assurance Co. It was there held by a Divisional Oourt (Lord 
Auverstonz, 0.J., and Lawrancg, J.) that a clause in a policy 
of life insurance providing that any difference between the 
parties should be referred to, and decided by, the judge of the 
county court for the district within which the claimant may 
reside, ‘‘ and who, or his deputy, shall alone have jurisdiction to hear 
and determine any disputes or differences that may arise in respect of 
this policy,” did not debar either party from insisting that a 
jury should be summoned, there being no words in the policy 
expressly excluding this mode of trial. 








A NEW DANGER IN REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 


Somz significant observations made during the discussion at the 
recent meeting of the Incorporated Law Society on Mr. Rusin- 
sTEIN’s motion in favour of an inquiry into the results of compul- 
sory registration of title in London reveal a hitherto unsuspected 
danger to solicitors. It is one of the essential features of com- 
pulsory registration of title that there shall be an insurance 
fund out of which compensation can be made to persons who 
suffer loss in consequence of errors in the register, and such a 
fund is established under sections 7 and 21 of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, the former section regulating the right to indemnity 
out of the fund, and the latter making provision for the insur- 
ance fund itself. Primd facie the object of the scheme is to 
secure the land to the person lawfully entitled but whose title 
has been destroyed by an entry in the register procured by 
fraud or mistake, and to grant compensation out of the fund to 
the person who suffers loss by the restoration of the title of the 
true owner; and as a corollary it is natural enough that the Act 
should give to the guardians of the insurance fund a remedy 
over against the person by whose conduct the claim to 
indemnity has arisen. This, accordingly, is done by section 
7 (6), which provides that ‘‘ where indemnity is paid for a loss, 
the registrar, on behalf of the Crown, shall be entitled to 
recover the amount paid from any person who has caused or 
substantially contributed to the loss by his act, neglect, or 
default.” To the general principle of this provision we are not 
aware thet exception has ever been taken. Where the loss has 
been caused by fraud, it is perfectly right that the burden of 
the loss should whenever possible be ultimately placed upon the 
perpetrator of the fraud. But it seems that there is consider- 
able danger that the Land Registry Office may attempt to 
make a very different use of the sub-section, and to shift upon 
solicitors a responsibility it was never contemplated that they 
should undertake. 

To appreciate fully the working of the insurance scheme it is 
necessary to refer to section 95 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875. 
That section confers upon the court a general power of directin 
a rectification of the register in favour of any person “ entitle 
to any estate, right, or interest in or to any registered land or 
charge,’\ but this power is expressed to be “subject to any 
estates or rights acquired by registration.” The result, there- 
fore, is that under the Act of 1875 there is no power to alter the 
register so as to prejudice the title as for the time being it 
appears in the register. With reference to this state of affairs 
it is provided by sub-section 1 of section 7 of the Act of 1897 


that “‘ where any error or omission is made in the register, or 
where any entry in the register is made or procured by or in 
pursuance of fraud or mistake, and the error, omission, or entry 
ts not capable of rectification under the principal Act, any person 
suffering loss thereby shall be entitled to be indemnified.” 
So far, therefore, the policy is to affirm the registered title and 
to grant compensation to the person who is prejudiced by such 


title. In order, however, to avoid this eviction of the true owner 
in favour of a person whose title, though meritorious as far as 
he himself is concerned, is yet founded on fraud or mistake, the 
following sub-section specially provides that “ where a registered 
disposition would if unregistered be absolutely void, or where 
the effect of such error, omission, or entry would be to deprive a 
person of land of which he is in possession, or in receipt of the 


} 





rents and profits, the register shall be rectified and the person 
suffering loss shall be entitled to the indemnity.” Thus the 
mere registration of a title cannot prejudice the lawful owner 
who is actually in possession; nor, even though he is out of 
possession, can it prejudice him, if the right of the registered 
proprietor arises under a conveyance which but for registration 
would be void—if, for instance, it is a forgery, or if, though 
genuine, it has been procured by fraud. 

This scheme, which on the face of it seems equitable and 
complete, is qualified, however, as regards the claimant to 
indemnity by sub-section 3, which enacts that a person shall 
not be entitled to indemnity for any loss where he has caused or 
substantially contributed to the loss by his act, neglect, or 
default; and it is possibly qualified, also, as regards the 
solicitor acting in the registration, by the provision of sub- 
section 6 which has been already quoted. The ostensible object 
of the latter sub-section is, as we have .remarked above, to 
bring home to the perpetrator of a fraud the loss which in the 
first instance has to be borne by the fund. But the words 
of the sub-section go very much beyond the case of fraud, and 
whenever indemnity is paid for a loss, they give to the registrar 
a remedy against “any person who has caused or substantially 
contributed to the loss by his act, neglect, or default.” It 
would appear from the remarks made at the recent discussion at 
the meeting of the Incorporated Law Society that the Land 
Registry officials are seul taking the view that under this 
sub-section whenever an entry which has been made with the 
concurrence of the applicant’s solicitor turns out to be erroneous, 
the error is one to which the solicitor has contributed; so that 
if it causes loss which becomes the subject of compensation he 
will be under liability to reimburse the amount paid out of the 
insurance fund. 

At present the available materials hardly warrant us in put- 
ting this as anything more than a suggestion of liability, but, 
even 80, it is a matter which should receive the careful conside- 
ration of all solicitors having dealings with the Land Registry 
Office. The chief source of error will probably be found in plans 
which are used as the basis of the registered title. Upon the 
mere matter of boundary the plan is in general not conclusive. 
Provision for ascertaining the exact boundaries is made by rule 
211 of the Land Transfer Rules, and these can, under rule 212, 
be incorporated in the filed plan, ‘‘ which shall then be deemed 
to define accurately the fixed boundaries.” But, except in cases 
where this has been done, themap is deemed to indicate the general 
boundaries only (rule 213), and consequently the register ordinarily 
gives no guarantee as to the exact boundaries of the property. 
Mistakes may, however, occur in the plan which go beyond the 
mere matter of boundary, so that the register may shew a title 
in the registered proprietor to land of which another person is 
in ession as true owner. Upon this being discovered, there 
will be a case under section 7 (2) for rectification of the register 
so as to restore the title of the true owner, and for giving 
indemnity to the registered proprietor. If such proprietor is the 
original applicant for registration, it is ible that he may 
lose his right to indemnity, by virtue of sub-section 3, on the 

und that he has contributed to the loss by his own neglect. 
f he is not the original applicant, so that the insurance fund 
does not escape primary ability in this way, the question 
may then arise whether there is a remedy over against 
the solicitor who approved the ye upon the original 
registration. This is only an example of the use that it seems 
may be made of the apparently harmless provision of sub- 
section 6. It is obvious that, until the matter has been fully 
considered, it is essential that special precautions should be 
taken by solicitors in approving any entries or maps for the 
purpose of registration, or it may even be advisable for them 
to avoid altogether approving anything, and throw the responsi- 
bility upon their clients. Such a course would be highly 
inconvenient in practice and would make registration of title 
almost unworkable, but it is possible that solicitors may be 
driven to it in self-defence. 








The Lord Chief Justice has accepted an invitation to be present at the 
annual dinner of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, which will take 
= at the Hotel Métropole on Tuesday, the 18th of June, when Mr. 

elmoth Walters will preside. 
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RETAINER IN ADMINISTRATION. 


Tux case of Re Hayward, Tweedie v. Hayward (49 W. R. 296, 
1901, 1 Ch. 221), decided by Mr. Justice Bynyz towards the end 
of last year, calls attention to certain intricate points in the 
law of retainer in administration. A man on his marriage had 
covenanted that £5,000 should be paid to trustees six months 
after his death, to be held by them on trust to pay the. income 
to his wife for life. He subsequently died leaving both real and 
eune estate, and owing debts which exceeded his assets ; and 
he also left a will whereby he devised and bequeathed all 
his Property to his wife, but he did not appoint her executrix. 
The wife, however, obtained a grant of administration with the 
will annexed, and she then claimed to retain the debt of 
£5,000 in priority to all other creditors. 

On these facts it is clear that several points arose. First, a 
question might be raised whether a debt, for which no action 
could be brought until six months after death, could be retained 

inst creditors having an immediate right. But Plumer v. 
larchant (3 Burr. 1380) is an authority that this can be done. 

Secondly, the point arises as to the right of an administrator 
with a will annexed to retain a claim; but this point is settled 
in favour of the administrator, unless the court on granting 
administration has required the execution of a bond con- 
ditioned for a rateable distribution : Jn the Goods of Brackenbury 

2 P. D. 272, June, 1877). It was even decided in Davies vy. 
larry (47 W. R. 429; 1899, 1 Ch. 602) that an administrator 
could retain even where a bond had been required, if the bond 
was not effectually worded. 

Thirdly, the point arises whether under the Land. Transfer 
Act, 1897, a personal representative having a right of retainer 
can exercise it out of real estate which vests in him by virtue of 
the Act. On this point we believe there has been no decision 
up to the present time, and none appears to have been given in 
the case which we are considering. 

Fourthly, the point arises whether the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, has taken away the right which was formerly possessed 
by a devisee of land to retain a heritable claim out of the land. 
This point has also been left undecided. 

Fifthly comes the point on which the case was decided— 
namely, whether a personal representative or devisee can retain 
a debt payable to a third party upon trusts under which the 

reonal representative or devisee is a beneficiary. On this 
point it has hitherto been thought that he could do so, on the 
authority of some rather old cases—namely, Cockroft v. Black 
(2 P. Wms. 298) and Franks v. Cooper (4 Ves. 763), where the 
right was accorded to an executrix and administratrix respect- 
ively ; and Loomes v. Stotherd (1823, 1 8. & 8. 458), where the 
right was accorded to a devisee. There was, however, a 
more recent decision to the contrary, although it does not 
sppear in the so-called authorized reporte—namely, Re Dunning, 

therley v. Dunning (1885, 33 W. R. 760). Mr. Justice Byrng 
has preferred the last-mentioned decision, and has held that the 
right of retainer cannot be exercised except in respect of a claim 
for which the retaining party has a right tosue, This certainly 
seems to be the sounder view, inasmuch as the right of 
retainer is said to have been originally given in order to com- 
pensate the executor or other party for the fact that he could 
not obtain a judgment against himself. When a third party 
has a right to sue, this reasoning does not apply, and cessante 
ratione cossat et ipsa lex. Nevertheless, it may still be possible 
for an executor or administrator to exercise his right of pre- 
ference when he is interested in a debt due to a third party ; 
but that right is extinguished the moment a judgment for 
administration is pronounced, although it does not appear to be 
taken away by a mere order for an account. 

Finally, we may call attention to the fact that an executor’s 

ight of retainer is also extinguished if an order is made for the 
alecdaiete istration of the estate in bankruptcy. It isan anomaly that 
an insolvent estate may be administered either in the Chancery 
Division or in Bankruptcy and that the rights of parties are 
different in these two courts, or two divisions of the same court. 
Moreover, it has been held that if substantial progress has been 
made with an administration in the Chancery Division, it will 
not be transferred to the Bankruptcy Court: Re Weaver, Higgs 





v. Weaver (838 W. RB. 874, 29 Ch. D. 236; 1885, Pzanson, J.).| Solicitors up to comparatively recent years seem to have been 


This is naturally an inducement to an executor of an insolvent 
estate to take proceedings in the Chancery Division and hurry 
them on so as to preserve his right of retainer during the 
administration. It looks as if that expedient had been adopted 
in the case which we are considering, but the claim of retainer 
was defeated on the ground above mentioned. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE COURT OF APPEAL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—The disease you refer to in your last issue, to which the 
judges of the Court of Appeal are so painfully subject, is 
‘* Saturditis.” Itis a very obscure disease, but the opportunities for 
observing it are now so numerous, that I am in hopes of finding a 
— remedy very shortly. E, T. HARGRAVES. 

ay 8. 





AGENCY ALLOWANCES AS BETWEEN LONDON AND 
COLONIAL SOLICITORS. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Referring to your observations in your issue of the 13th of 
April on the Prevention of Corruption Bil, perhaps you will allow 
me to refer to a subject which you have yourself from time to time 
mentioned—viz., the question of agency allowances as between 
London and Colonial solicitors. 

I think I am right in saying that there is no recognized custom 
as to the allowance of agency in these cases, aud accordingly it 
would appear to me that, viewing the matter strictly, the acceptance 
of the usual agency allowance is as much a secret profit as the 
acceptance of a commission from a stockbroker or an insurance 
ag amd without the knowledge of 1).v client. 

I have two cases in mind at the present time. The first relates to 
a transaction between my firm and a Melbourne firm, in the course 
of which the latter obtained some evidence in Australia for use in 
administration proceedings over here. In that case, on the delivery 
of their bill, the Melbourne firm voluntarily suggested that I should 
deduct a certain sum as an agency allowance. This I did, intending, 
as a matter of precaution, to bring the matter before the taxing- 
master on the taxation of my costs, It would, however, be a great 
advantage to know whether the practice is absolutely justifiable or 
not. 





Again, some time ago, another Colonial firm asked me to under- 
take work for them, and stated that they would require an agency 
allowance. The question arises also in this case whether 1 was 
justified in acceding to their request. Ita to me that it would 
be a great advantage to the profession if the Iucorporated Law 
Society could see their way to issue a pamphlet dealing with questions 
like those I have raised. 


Bess. oRg84% || 
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ed in their code of ethics by what had been done in the past 
without question, but the time seems to have arrived when, in view 
of the demands of public opinion, and more especially in view of the 
stringent legislation which the passing of the Prevention of 
— Bill would bring into force, such questions should be 
critically looked into. To me it is not a little strange that the 
ethical standard required of the legal profession is so very much more 
stringent than the standard required in an even more conspicuous 
and responsible position—namely, in Parliamentary life. Ww. 

London, May 6. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 


BULLIVANT AND OTHERS v. THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL FOR 
VICTORIA. 2nd May. 


PracticE—Probvuction or DocuMENTS—PRIVILEGE—SOLICITOR AND CLIENT— 
ConrIDENTIAL CoMMUNICATIONS. 


An information was filed against the executors of James Austin, 
deceased, on the ground that he had executed certain voluntary convey- 
ances with the intention and for the purpose of evading the provisions of 
a Victorian Act, the Administration and Probate Act, 1890. During 
examination upon commission for taking evidence in this country, a 
solicitor objected to _—- certain documents on the ground of pro- 
fessional privilege. These documents were alleged in the information to 
have been executed with the intent to evade payment of duty. Section 
115 of the Colonial Act provides that if any person makes auy conveyance, 
assignment, &c., of any property “‘ with intent to evade piyment of 
duty ”’ the property shall nevertheless be liable to duty. Mathew, J., and 
the Court of Appeal (Collins and Romer, L.JJ.) ordered production. 

Karl oc Hauszury, L.O., said the judgment appealed from ought to be 
reversed. The broad principle, simply stated, was that confidential 
communications between solicitor and client should not be disclosed when 
they were not parts of criminal or illegal proceedings. The 
mere surmise that it may be illegal was not enough. To displace 
the primd facie right of silence, some definite charge of some- 
thing which displaces the privilege is essential. Here there is no such 
allegation. In the case of Simms v. Registrar of Probates (1900, A. C. 
323) the word *‘ evade ’’ was used, and it was held that a charge of fraud 
must be alleged and proved, and that it was no fraud fora man to make 
a voluntary conveyance of his estate utiless there was some secret arrange- 
ment whereby the deed was one thing and the fact another, but in this 
case there was no evidence or distinct charge of fraud or anything to dis- 
place the privilege he had stated. 

Lords Sxuanp, Davey, Brampton, and Linpiey concurring, the appeal 
was allowed.—CounszL, Sir R. T. Reid, K.C., Upjohn, K.C., and E. M. 
Pollock ; Haldane, K.C., and S, A. ZT. Rowlatt. Soxrtcrrors, Crowders, Vizard, 
$§ Oldham ; Freshfields. 


[Reported by C. H. Grarroy, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





Court of Appeal. 


SPENCE v. COLEMAN AND INSPECTOR-GENERAL IN COMPANIES’ 
LIQUIDATION. No.2. 3rd May. 


Company—WInpInc ur—Unopistrrputrep Assets—PAayYMENT IN TO ‘ Com- 
panies Liqurpation Account ’’—Insrecror - GeNERAL—SHAREHOLDER — 
GaARNISHEE OrpDER. 


This was an appeal from an order of Day, J., made in chambers, which 
raised a question as to the liability of officials of the Board of Trade with 
regard to money paid to the account called the ‘‘ Companies Liquidation 
Account’’ by the liquidator of a company. A company called the Blue- 
bell Proprietary Oo. (Limited) was wound up voluntarily, and the 
liquidator, after paying the debts of the company and the costs of the 
liquidation, hada surplus in hand for tiiedion tam the shareholders. 
One of the shareholders, W. Coleman, had a sum of £116 19s. 5d. due to 
him. The liquidator sent the usual notices to him, but he was absent 
abroad and his address was not known, and the notices were returned 


through the post. Under these circumstances the liquidator, as he was J 


required to do by section 15 of the Companies (Winding -up) Act, 1890, 
paid the said sum of £116 19s, 5d. to the Companies’ Liquidation 
Account. A creditor of Coleman named Spence recovered judgment 
against him for £1,829 18s. 9d,, and he obtained from Day, J., a garnishee 
order absolute against the Inspector-General as garnishee attaching the 
sum of £116 19s, 5d., to answer pro ‘anto the judgment debt. The order 
was in the o: form, that ‘‘ the said —— do forthwith pay to the 
said judgment creditor the debt due to from the judgment debtor or 
so much thereof as may be sufficient to satisfy the judgment debt, and 
that in default thereof exeeution may issue forthe same.” ‘Tne Inspector- 
General appealed. The Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, s. 15, 
provides: ‘*(3) If it appears . . . that any liquidator of a com- 
pany has in his hands or under his control any money representin 

unciaimed or undistributed assets of the company which have remaine 

unclaimed or unclaimed for six months after the date of their receipt the 
liquidator shall forthwith pay the same to the Companies’ Liquidation Account 
at the Bank of England; . . . (5) any person claiming to be entitled to any 
money paid into the Bank of England in pursuance of this section may 
apply to the Board of Trade fur payment of the same, and the Board ot 





Tako may onc oun be Se liquidator that the person claiming it is 


t to that person of the sum due. 
Any person dissatisfied with the ion of the Board of Trade in respect 
of any claim made in pursuance of this section may appeal to the High 
Court.” It has been decided that section 15 applies to companies in 
voluntary liquidation : Re Stock and Share Auction, $c., Co. (1894, 1 Ch. 736). 
Tue Covrr (Couns and Src, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal and dis- 
charged the garnishee order with costs in both courts. 
Cotiims, L.J., said that in order to put in force the garnishee procedure 
the judgment creditor must establish that there was a debt due from the 
rnishee to the judgment debtor. In his lordship’s opinion there was no 
Tebt due from anyone. who could be named as regarded the sum 
paid into the account at the bank. The effect of a number of cases 
which had been cited was, that when there was in the hands of an 
officer of the court a sumof money which was payable to a given 
person, the relation of debtor and creditor did not exist between the officer 
and that person. That the principle of the decisions and it had 
been applied to (inter alia) in keu and a registrar in a 
county court. It was contended that the principle did not apply to the 
resent case. But his lordship thought that that argument was not well 
ounded. The proceedings were regulated by the Act of 1890, which 
provided for the payment of the money to the account and the way in 
which it was to be paid out to a claimant. For this purpose the 
person who had the custody of the money was an officer of the Board 
of Trade and could do nothing without their order. Every 
principle laid down in the cases referred to applied equally to an 
officer of the Board of Trade. There could be no doubt that as 
between him and the j ent debtor there was no debt due 
from him but only an o m on his to hand over the 
money under the direction of the Board of e. It appeared to 
his lordship that there was no debt due from the officer, and if there 
was a debt there was only one means of reco it—namely, that poiated 
out by sub-section 5 of section 15. It was that under no circum- 
stances could the j t debtor avail himself of sub-section 5, because 
the liquidator had not the materials for certifying that the judgmeut 
creditor was entitled to the money. That argument cut both ways. It oo 
be that this mode of reco the money ‘was not framed to meet this 
icular case. Whether the fund could or could not be reached 
in some other way the court had not now todecide. It was sufficient 
to say that the ee a a es ee 
Srinune, L.J., and said that in Warwick and Woreester 
Railway, Ex parte Turner (2 De F. & J. 354), which had been 
relied upon, a company was indebted to a judgment creditor, 
and notwithstanding the 


entitled make an order for 


up. 
resent case no proper order attaching the fund had yet been made. 
Frowever it ht be that every kind of f a judgment 
debtor sould "tes De cached to answer his debt, ne oourt ner not 
depart from the rules laid down.—CovunsgL, Sir Robert Finlay, A.G 
Muir Mackenzie, and R. J. Parker ; Rufus Isaacs, K.O., and McIntyre 
Soxicrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; Bird, Moore, § Strode. 

(Reported by 8. E. Wittiams, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THE UPPINGHAM GAS AND COKE 00. (LIM.). Byme, J. 4th May. 


Pracrice—OompaNy— ALTERATION or Msmoranpum—Spszciat Magerines— 
Resoivutions—Evipencre—Compantgs’ Mgmornanpum or Association Act, 
1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 62). 


This was a petition on behalf of the above-named company for the 
confirmation by the — — to Soa Woe may | ae 
f Association A 890, pecial uw o e 
. ~ ‘ a Gricles of association for a deed 


adopting the memorandum and articles in place of the deed of settlement 
subject to confirmation by the court, and at a confirmatory ‘ 
mee of the company, held on the 28th of January, 1901, the said 
resolu an wes Gaiy cougunnes, <.sonremeee with section 51 of the 
Companies Act, 1862. The special resolution was proved by making 
the minute book of the com con the minutes of the said 
resolution an exhibit to an wit of the secretary of the company 
verifying the facts stated in the petition. It was submitted, on the 
authority of the decision of Vaughan Williams, J., in Re Omnium 
Investment Co. (1895, 2 Oh. 127), that such evidence was sufficient. 
Bran, J., stated that it had always been the practice of Ohitty, J., to 
require notions Seer the couveting of entetings to pase special seselehons to 
be strictly proved, and he intended to the practice —oe. 
Proof that had been duly convened must be adduced. UNSEL, 
C. Johnston Edwards, Soutcrrors, isson, Prichard, § Barnes, for J. Fowler, 


Uppingham. 
P = (Reported by J. Anruun Parcs, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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GRAHAM ». WROUGHTON. Byrne, J. 3rd May. 


Loca Government—Nuisance sy Szewace—Use or Dram—Pvstic 
Heattx Aor, 1875, s. 21. 


This was an interlocutory motion for an injunction on the part of the 
plaintiff in the action, Mrs. Green, to restrain the three defendants in the 
action from discharging from their houses drainage and filth upon her land 
from their houses through a drain passing under the highway which 
separated her house from their land. The facts of the case were as follow : 
A covered drain in the village of Witherall, in the county of Cumberland, 
ran along one side of a high road, crossed the road near the plaintiff's 
house, and passing under her garden emptied itself by a considerable fall 
into an old quarry. Most of the neighbouring houses had for a long 
| agg prior to the commencement of the action used the drain solely 
or the purpose of disposing of rainwater and slops. Some years 

rior to the commencement of the action one of the defendants had 

ained a water-closet into the sewer. Quite recently certain 
others of the inhabitants and particularly the two other defendants had 
closed their cesspools and commenced discharging solid matter from water- 
closets into the drains, thereby, as was admitted, creating an intolerable 
nuisance to the plaintiff. For the defence it was submitted that the burden 
was on the local authority to see that the sewage was properly dealt with 
after it had been discharged into the sewer. Section 21 of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, was relied on. 

Byrng, J., held, as to the first-mentioned defendant, that as the 
connection of his water-closet with the sewer had lasted for some 
years, he could not grant an injunction against him on an interlocutory 
application. As to the other two defendants his lordship assumed 
for the purpose of the present application that the connection of their 
houses with the sewer had been lawfully made for the purpose of carry- 
ing off slop and surface water, and that the drain was a sewer within the 
meaning of the Public Health Act, 1875 ; the fact that these two defendants 
were justified in emptying into the drain surface and slop water would not 
justify them in emptying into it also fecal and other solid matter from the 
water-closets. The case was governed by Kinson Pottery Co. (Limited) v. 
Corporation of Poole (1899, 2 Q. B. 41). His lordship granted an injunction 
to restrain the said two defendants from discharging this fecal matter on 
to the plaintiff’s land, but gave them one month to make other arrange- 
ments.—CovnseL, Levett, K.C., Lushington, Maughan, Stokes ; Norton, K.O., 
Alexander, Glen. Soxtcrrons, Ullithorne, Currey, § Jennings ; Chester § Co. 

[Reported by J, Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CLARKE. CLARKE vy. CLARKE, Byme, J. 7th May. 


Cuautry—Bequest To THE Corrs or ComMISsIONAIRES—VOLUNTARY 
AssocIATION—PERPETUITY. 


This was an originating summons taken out by the personal representatives 
of the late Lieutenant Clarke to determine the validity of a bequest in his 
will. The testator gave, devised, and bequeathed the remainder of his 
share in his father’s property to the committee for the time being of the 
Corps of Commissionaires in London to aid in the purchase of their 
barracks, or in any other way beneficial to that corps. According to the 
evidence of the present adjutant of the corps, the body was founded by 
Sir Edward Walter shortly after the Crimean War to find employment for 
disabled and discharged soldiers and sailors. At the present time the 
body is a voluntary association with a somewhat special constitution 
for the benefit of disabled soldiers and sailors alike, mainly supported by 
the subscriptions of members and intended for their benefit. There are 
also funds appropriated for the benefit of the corps. On behalf of 
testator’s residuary legatee and next-of-kin it was submittted that the 
corps was not a charity, and that being the case the gift to it was void, as 
it was a gift to an institution not charitable, and created, or tended to 
create, a perpetuity. 

Brune, J., held that the gift was a valid bequest. The Corps of Com- 
missionaires a8 constituted at the present time was not a charity, although 
some of the funds appropriated to it might be charitable funds. A gift, 
however, to a perpetual institution not charitable was not necessarily bad. 
The test, or one test, of the validity of such a gift would appear to be, would 
the legacy when paid be subject to any trust which would prevent the 

isting members of the institution spending it as they pleased: Cox v. 
Manners (12 L. R. Eq. 574). Looking at the present institution there was no 
intention shewn in ite constitution that it should be a permanent 
institution within the meaning of the cases on perpetuities. As to the 
form of the gift, there was complete liberty for the governing body to 
employ it in any way they shane His lordship made a declaration that 
the gift constituted a valid bequest to the committee of the Oorps ef 
Commissionaires.—Covrse1, Norton, K.0., Marcy ; Rowden, K.O., Maughan, 
Btamp ; Levett, K.C., Stewart Smith, 
Lewis & Broadbent. 

[Beported by J. Anruve Paicz, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HARRISON +. HARRISON, Cozens-Hardy, J. 2nd and 16th March ; 
27th April. 
Wu1—Coxernvcrion—Livz Isrenzsts to Tune Pexsons—Givr Ovexn- 
Inrestacr—2Re Bowman (87 W. BR. 583) Consipenzp. 


A testator, Benson Harrison, died on the 25th of November, 1863. By 
will dated the 5th of March, 1859, he directed his trustees to pay, at 
discretion, the income of a certain share of his residuary estate to his 
M. B. Harrison for life, and after his death to hold the said share in 
for all or such of the children or remoter issue of the said M. B. 
Harrison born in his lifetime, in such manner as the eaid M. B. Harrison 
should by deed or will appoint. In default of such appointment, 


Souicrrons, J. H. North; Tyrrel 


gckE 





the said share was to be held in trust for such of the children of 
M. B. Harrison as should come of age, or (being females) should 
marry, in equal shares. The testator further directed his trustees 
to pay at their discretion the income of a certain other share of 
his residuary estate to his son W. Harrison for life, and after his death 
to hold the said.share upon such trusts and for the like intent and 
purposes in favour of his said son W. Harrison and his issue as had already 
therein been declared in favour of hisson M. B. Harrison and his issue. The 
testator further directed his trustees to hold a third share of his residuary 
estate upon similar trusts in favour of his son Benson Harrison and his 
issue. The will then proceeded : ‘‘ And in case any of them the said M. B. 
Harrison, W. Harrison, and Benson Harrison respectively shall die, and 
no child or other issue of such of them so dying shall acquire a vested 
interest in the shares hereby settled upon them respectively under the 
trusts or powers aforesaid, I direct that the respective shares of such of my 
said sons as shall so die, or so much thereof as shall not have been applied 
under the powers herein contained or the annual income thereof, shall be 
held for the benefit of the survivors or survivor of them, my said sons, and 
their and his respective issue in equal shares, upon such and the like trusts, 
and to and for the like intents and purposes, and with, under, and subject 
to such and the like powers, provisoes, and declarations as are herein 
declared with respect to their respective original shares or shares.” 
The will was proved on the 14th of March, 1864. M. B. Harrison 
died on the 22nd of January, 1879, leaving issue, and W-. Harrison 
died on the 14th of June, 1889, leaving five children him surviving, all 
of whom had now attained the age of twenty-one years. Benson 
Harrison died on the 1st of November, 1900, leaving no issue. The 
question was now raised, through a petition by the surviving trustee 
of the will of Benson Harrison, senior, as to who, upon the death of 
Benson Harrison, junior, became entitled to personal estate in which the 
latter had a life interest (which the other brothers, M. B. Harrison and 
W. Harrison, would have been entitled to had they survived their brother). 
Cozens-Hanrpy, J., said that there was here no gift over on the death of 
all three sons without issue, and it was reasonably clear on the construction 
of the will, without reference to the authorities, that only the issue of 
brothers who survived Benson could take Benson’s share. The third 
argument brought forward by counsel, that as a matter of construction 
the gifts were to the surviving sons for life and to the children or 
issue of such sons whether such sons should survive or not, could not 
be lightly passed over, as it was supported by the third of the pro- 
positions laid down in Re Bowman, Whytehead v. Boulton (37 Ww. R. 583). 
Tt was there held by Kay, J., that the children in a case like this would 
participate, ous there was no general gift over, where the limitations 
were to A., B., and C. equally for their respective lives, and after the 
death of any to his children, and if any should die without children, then 
to the surviving tenants for life and their respective children in the same 
manner as their original shares. He did not think that the decisions upon 
which Kay, J., founded his third proposition could now be regarded as 
satisfactory or as binding upon himself. On the other hand, there was 
a considerable body of authority against those decisions, especially the 
case of Milsom v. Awdry (5 Vesey 465), which was approved by 
Wood, V.0., in Re Corbett (8 W. R. 257). It followed that, in his 
opinion, the third proposition in Re Bowman was not warranted by 
the authorities, and he must decline to follow it. He must therefore 
declare that on the death of Benson Harrison without issue, his share of 
the residuary estate became subject to an intestacy.—CounseL, Vernon 
Smith, K.O., and H. Fellows ; Swinfen Bady, K.C., and B. Farrer; RB. B. 
Haldane, K.0., and W. R. Sheldon ; H. T. Eve, K.C., and E. W. Martells ; 
E. C. Macnaghten, K.0., and H. Wariters Horne ; H. 8. Theobald, K.C., and 
G. Cave. Soxicrrors, Dowson, Ainslie, § Martineau ; A. H. Arnould § Son ; 
Goodall & Hobson. 
[Reported by J. H. Davixs, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of MARY BOOTLE (Deceased). HEATON v. WHALLEY 
AND OTHERS. Jeune, P. 6th May. 


Prosate—Practice—Oata to Leap Orrarion. 


This was a motion on behalf of Bootle, of Southport, to decree 
letters of administration to the estate of Annie Elizabeth Heaton under the 
following circumstances: On the 31st of December, 1890, Mary Bootle 
died without parent or child, leaving John Frith, her natural and lawful 
brother and only next-of-kin surviving her. Shortly after her death John 
Frith read over a paper writing to ye ee Annie Elizabeth Heaton, 
who stated that it was the last and testament of his sister. 
That document appointed John Frith sole executor and residuary legatee, 
and directed ce property to be divided equally Between the defendants 
Walley and Elizabeth Whitworth and Annie Elizabeth Heaton the plain- 
tiff.” On the 21st of January, 1895, John Frith died without having proved the 
above-mentioned testamentary document. He, however, on the let of 
mag 1894, had executed a will by which he appointed Joseph 
alley his sole executor and Mary Walley his residuary legatee. On 2 
4th of March, 1901, probate of his will wasgranted. On the 15th of Apr 4 
1901, a citation was issued against Joseph Walley, Mary Walley, a0 
Elizabeth Whitworth to shew cause why letters of administration to the 
reonal estate of Mary Bootle should not issue to the plaintiff Annie 
Elizabeth Heaton, they aaving failed to propound the said alleged will. 


In these circumstances cow contended that in swearing the affidavit 


to lead the citation the deponent should not be called on to swear that 
the testatrix died intestate, seeing that the existence of a testamentary 





document was known to the 


deponent. 
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Jsunz, P., thought that it was necessary to swear to an intestacy in 
order to lead the citation, but directed that the form of oath should be 
followed which was adopted in the case of Morton v. Thorpe (3 Sw. & Tr. 
179).—Counset, Barnard. Souscrrors, Francis White, for Worden § 
Ashington, Southport. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
CORBETT v. BADGER. Div. Court. 4th May. 


Merrorotis—Distaict Survevorn—Frrs—BvuiLper IN Deracttt—RicGat To 
Recover Frrs rrom Owner on GOccurrer—‘* Wirnin Srx Montus Arrer 
Marrer or Compiaint Arnosr ’?—Summary Junispiction Act, 1848, s. 11 
—Lonpon Buitpine Act, 1894, ss. 154, 157 (1) (2). 

Special case stated by a metropolitan magistrate on the hearing of 
eight summonses issued on complaints by the respondent to recover fees 
amounting to £546 7s. 6d., alleged to be due to him as district surveyor 
for the district of Lewisham under the London Building Act, 1894. In 
1899 the appellant was the owner of the St. German’s estate at Hither 
Green, and he contracted with a builder named Lawrence to erect certain 
houses on the estate. Lawrence erected the houses, and was paid the 
contract price, which was to include any fees which Lawrence might be 
liable to pay to the respondent under the above Act. The builder, 


however, became insolvent before the money was paid. The 
respondent then took out summonses against the a t as the 
owner, because the statute provided that if the builder was in 


default with the fees the owner and the occupier should be liable. The 
appellant took the objection that none of the summonses were issued 
within six months of the time the respective complaints arose, and this 
depended upon a quantity of detailed evidence as to the progress made 
with the buildings. The magistrate overruled the appellant’s contention 
and ordered him to pay in all £546 7s. 6d. and costs. Hence the present 
appeal, in the argument of which it was urged that it was a great hard- 
ship on the appellant that he should be ordered to pay the money twice 
over. Section 154 of the Act provides that certain fees shall be paid by 
the builder or in his default by the owner or occupier, and section 157 
enacts that ‘‘ (1) at the expiration of the following periods, that is to say 
(a) of fourteen days after the roof of any building surveyed by a district 
surveyor under this Act has been covered in . . . the district 
surveyor shall be entitled to receive the fees due to him from the builder 
employed in erecting such building .- or from the owner or 
occupier of the building so erected. . - (2) If any such builder, 
owner, or occupier refuses to pay the said fees they may be recovered in a 
simary manner on its being shewn to the satisfaction of the court that 
a proper bill specifying the amount of the fees was delivered to him or 
sent to him in a registered letter addressed to his last known residence.’’ 
The amounts claimed by the respondent were fees to which he was 
entitled under this Act. ‘The question was whether the complaints had 
been made within six months after the matter of complaint arose, as is 
required by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone said in his opinion the case was one of considerable 
difficulty, but he had come to the conclusion that they could not interfere 
with the decicion of the magistrate. Itseemed that the roof was completed 
in December, 1899, and at some date after the expiration of fourteen days 
from then the surveyor became entitled to the fee now claimed. Between 
the 17th of January and the 10th of September, 1900, he delivered to the 
builder the bills contemplated by sub-section 2 of section 157 of the London 
Building Act, 1894, On the 2nd of July the builder became bankrupt. On 
the 8th of November summonses were taken out against the owner, and it 
was necessary to decide whether the six months ran from the expiration of 
the fourteen days above referred to, or whether they ran either from the 
time when the bills were given to the builder (in which case some 
of the summonses would be out of time), or whether they ran from 
the date of the notices to the owner, the 20th of October, 1900 (in 
which case none of them would be out of time). The material words 
Were contdimed in section 11 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848, 
which spoke of the time ‘‘ when the matter of complaint arose.’’ It might 
be said that it arose when there was a neglect to pay the fees after fourteen 
days, but they could not hold that the whole matter was clearly ascertained 
then. Some of the fees under the Act required calculation, and to 
them the principle enunciated in Poo! and Forden Highway Board v. Gunning 
(51 L. J. M. ©. 49) applied—namely, that at that time the amount could 
not be so ascertained as to eauble the debtor to pay. Therefore he thought 
that the six months would run as against the builder from the time when 
the bills were sent to him. As against the owner time did not run until 
he had received a bill under section 157 (2) befere referred to. The court 

to consider when there was a default. He could not say that the 
neglect of the owner to pay in default of the builder was such a default as 
would make the six months begin to run. None of the summonses, there- 
fore, were too late, and the decision of the magistrate would be affirmed. 

Lawnance, J., concurred,—Counsei, Macmorran, K.O., and R. C. Glen ; 
Ruegg, K.U., and Montague Shearman. Sorcrrons, West, King, Adams, § 
Co. ; H. G. Barnard, Lambeth. 

(Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law, | 
SMITH », BOON, Div. Court. 8rd May. 
Liout Locomotrve—Excussive Sruxp or Divine vron Hicaway— 


“Having Recarp to tux Trarvic on tur Hionway ’—Tue Liout 
Locomorrves on Hiouways Oxpar, 1896, ant, 4 (1), 


Tn this case the question arose whether in a prosecution under article 4, 

















section 1, of the Light Locomotives on Highways Order, 1896, which pro- 
vides that a person driving a light locomotive upon a highway shall “‘ not 
drive the light locomotive at any speed greater than is reasonable and _— 
having regard to the traffic on the highway,’’ it is necessary to shew 

any vehicle or person was interrupted, interfered with, incommoded, or 
affected by the speed at which the light locomotive was being driven. 
On the 20th of November, 1900, at 10.45 a.m., the appellant drove a motor 
tricycle in High-street, Esher, at a speed of eighteen to twenty miles an 
hour. There was no evidence that any vehicle or person was interrupted, 
interfered with, incommoded, or affected by the speed at which the motor 
tricycle was being driven. The appellant having been summoned under 
the above order. was convicted, the justices deciding that the speed at 
which the motor tricycle was being driven was excessive, having regard to 
the traffic in the highway. The ap t appealed by case stated. It 
was contended on behalf of the app t that unless the evidence above 
mentioned was adduced the charge was not made out, and Stimson v. 
Browning (35 L. J. M. C. 152) and Hill v. Somerset (51 J. P. 742) were 
cited. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Lawrancs, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lond Atverstong, C.J., eaid that the words “having regard to the 
traffic on the highway ”’ meant having regard to the ordinary traflic in the 
road, and not to the traffic within a few yards of the locomotive. 

Lawrancer, J., concurred.—CounseL, Roger Wallace, K.C., and Samuel 
Fleming. Sowscrrors, Firth § Co. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LAW v. GRAHAM AND ANOTHER. Div. Court. 3rd May. 


Facrory—Dsrinirion— Beer Borritinc Worxs—‘** Mecuanicat Power 
Usep rv Arp or a Manvracturine Process’’—Facrory anp WorksHor 
Act, 1878 (41 Vicr. c. 16), s. 93 (3). 


The question in this case, which was a case stated by justices, was 
whether certain premises, used for the purpose of washing bottles and 
bottling beer, where the beer was bottled by manual labour, but 
the bottles were washed by manual labour with the aid of 
mechanical power, were within the definition of factory given in 
section 93 (3) of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878. Tnat section 
defines the expression ‘‘factory’’ as used in the Act to mean textile 
factory and non-textile factory, and non-textile factory is thus defined: 
**(1) Any works, warehouses, furnaces, mills, foundries, or places named 
in Part II. of the 4th schedule to this Act. (2) Also any premises or places 
named in Part Il. of the said schedule wherein or within the close or 
curtilage or precincts of which steam, water, or other mechanical power is 
used in aid of the manufacturing process carried on there. (3) Also an 
premises wherein or within the close or curtilage or precincts of whi 
any manual labour is exercised by way of trade, or for the purposes of gain, 
in or incidental to the following purposes or avy of them, that is to say— 
(a) in or incidental to the makivg of any article or part of any article, or 
(4) in or incidental to the altering, or repairing, ornamenting, or finishing 
of any article, or (¢) in or incidental to the adapting for sale of any article, 
and wherein or within the close or curtilage of which steam, water, or other 
mechanical power is used in aid of the manufacturing process carried on 
there.’’ The respondents, the occupiers of the premises in question, were 
summoned for not baving affixed therein the statutory notice required to 
be affixed in a factory by section 78 of the Act. The bottles were washed 
inside by a rotary brush, driven by a small gas engine, and were held in 
position by hand. The washing of the outside of the bottles was effected 
by manual labour only. Nothing was done to the beer itself to 
in any way alter its nature or character for the purpose of adapting 
it for sale. No process of any kind, manufacturing or otherwise, 
was carried on on the premises beyond that of washing bottles 
and bottling beer. The justices held that the respondents’ premises were 
not a factory, and dismissed the summons. It was contended on behalf of 
the appellant that the premises were within classes () and (c) of the defini- 
tion in sub-section 3, and that the mechanical power used in washing the 
bottles was mechanical power used in aid of a ‘‘ manufacturing process.”’ 
Petrie v. Weir (8 Sc. Sess. Cas., 5th series, p. 1041) was cited. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atvsrsrons, C.J., and Lawrance, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 2 

Lord Atverstons, C.J., said that the respondents’ premises were not 
within classes (¢) or (6) of the definition, but they might, by taking a 
strained meaning of the language, be within class (¢). But he did not 
think that the mechanical power used in washing the bottles was used “‘ m 
aid of the manufacturing process” carried on in the premises. 

Lawrancs, J., concurred.—Counsai, H. Sutton; Travers Humphries. 
Souicrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; Pyke § Parrott. 

{Reported by C. G@. Witerauam, Barrister-at-Law.1! 


NELSON & CO. v. THE BOARD OF TRADE, Div. Court. Ist May. 


Assurancs—Lirs—Deros f or £20,000—Comrany —Assvnance Business IN 
Connection wits Tea Businsss—Lirgs Assurances Compantes Act, 1870 
(38 & 34 Vicr. c. 61), 8. 2, 3. 

This was a case stated by justices upon an information charging the 
appellants with carrying on the business of granting abnuities upon 
human life in the United Kingdom without having deposited the sum 
of £20,000 with the Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery as 
required by section 3 of the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870. 
The appellants were tea dealers who in connection with their tea 
business and in order to promote it in January, 1898, wo my 
out the following ccheme: They to every woman who 
become a widow after Christmas, 1897, and should have purchased 
not less than one half pound of their tea per week for the last five 
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consecutive weeks previously to her becoming a widow, a pension of 10s. 
per week as long as she remained a widow, and to every woman who 
a widow before Christmas, 1897, or previously to her commencing 

to purchase the appellant’s tea, a pension of 103. per week as long as she 
should remain a widow provided she should have purchased half a pound 
of tea per week for ten years. Oustomers who required only a quarter of 
a pound per week and purchased the same under the same conditions were 
to receive 5s. per week instead of 10s. It was acondition that at the 
commencement of the continuous taking of the tea the husband should 
be certified by a duly qualified medical practitioner to be in good health. 
But the certificate was dispensed with in the case of women who had 
= the tea every week for twelve months next previous to the 
usband’s death. In February, 1900, the appellants paid £2,000 to trustees 
and covenanted in a trust deed to pay to the trustees 1$d. for every pound 
of tea sold by them in trust to employ the money in paying the 
pensions. Several women having complied with the conditions became 
entitled to and were paid the pensions due under the scheme. The appell- 
ants were not registered under the Friendly Societies Acts, and had not 
deposited the sum of £20,000 with the Accountant-General of the Court of 
Chancery. : Section 3 of the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870, requires 
all companies to which the Act refers to deposit the sum of £20,000 with 
the Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery to be invested by him. 
Companies to which the Act refers are defined by section 2 to be “ Any 
person or persons, corporate or incorporate, not being registered under 
the Acts relating to Friendly Societies, who issue or are liable under 
Policies of assurance upon human life within the United Kingdom, 
or who grant annuities upon human life within the United Kingdom.” 
The justices held that the appellants carried on the business of life 
assurance within the United Kingdom within the meaning of the Act, 
and convicted them. On behalf of the appellants it was contended that 
the Act was only intended to apply to companies which carried on the 
ordinary business of life assurance, and not to a company carrying on 
= a — as the above. Sections 6, 7, 8, and 12 of tbe Act were 


Tue Cover (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Lawzancez, J.) dismissed the | 


appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, C.J, said that it was impossible to say that the 
appeliants did not carry on the business of granting annuities upon human 
lite within the meaning of the Act.—CovnsrL, Haldane, K.0., and G. Wood 
Hill ; Ser R. Finlay, A.G., and H. Sutton, Soxtcrrors, Collyer, Bristow, § 
Co. ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


[Reported by C. G. Witpranam. Barrister-at-Law.] 


BROADBENT ». SHEPHERD. Div Court. 2nd May. 


Locan Government—Nvisances—AnATEMENT—COLLECTOR oF RENTS— 
Laaninity or Ooitecror orn Acent as **OwnzER’’—Pvusiic Hearu 
Act, 1875 (88: & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 4, 94. 


Appeal by way of special case from the decision of Justices for the West 
Riding of Yorkshire, on a complaint laid by the appellant, on behalf of 
the Castleford Urban District Council against the respondent as statutory 

owner”’ of certain premises in the district, and alleging failure on 
the part of the respondent to comply with a notice served on him 
under section 94 of the Pablic Health Act, 1875, requiring 
him to abate certain nuisance on the said premises. The com- 
plaint originally came on before the justices on the 27th of June 1900, 
when it appeared that the nuisance existed aud was due to structural defects, 
but that the respondent was a mere rent collector or agent for the real 
owner of the premises. The justices were of opinion that though the 
respondent was “owner” of toe premises within the definition of that 
term in section 4 of the Public Health Act, 1875, it was not the intention 
of the Act to create two ownerships under section 94, and that the 
definition of “owner” did not apply to the interpretation of that section ; 
and they therefore dismissed the complaint. The appellant then applied 
to the justices, who stated a special case on the point for the determina- 
tion of the court. On the 15th of November, 1900, the High Court 
ordered that the decision of the justices should be reversed, and remitted 
the case with an intimation that a rent collector or agent was an 

owner ”’ for the purposes of section 94 of the Public Health Act, 1875 
(see 45 Soxtcrrors’ Jovrxat 61 and 49 W. R. 205 for report of these: pro- 
ceedings). On the 5th of December, 1900, the complaint, having been re- 
instated in accordance with the decision of the High Court, again came on 
for heariag, and it appeared that the respondent had, since the last hearing, 
r e agency of the property. Under the altered circumstances the 
justices held they had no jurisdiction to make an order on the respondent, 
on the ground that such an order could only be made on a person who wasan 

owner”’ of the premizes when the order was made. They accordingly 
dismissed the complaint subject to the present case. No one appeared 
for the respondent. 

Tux Covrr allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atvenstonz, O.J., said if the sole object of the order sought 
had been to obtain a personal remedy against the individual—though even 
in that case, having regard to the provisions of the Act, he would not 
express the opinion that an order could not be made against the 
respondent—different considerations would arise. It might then be said 
that such an order, being a mere empty order, ought not to be made. 
But when sections 96, 98, and 104 were looked at, it appeared that one 
object of the order was to found the right of the local authority to enter 
tie a egy the vie and recover the expences from the person 

. The justices, this court had held, had originally jurisdiction 
to make the order on the rent collector or agent of the teal eer and in 
his opinion, when the case went back to them they should then have made the 
order they ovght to have made in the first instance, unless, as was not the 








case, that order would have been wholly nugatory. The case would 
therefore be remitted to the justices for them to make the order on the 
respondent. 

Lawrance, J., concurred.—Counset, Macmorran, K.C., and Scholficl, 
Soricrrors, G. 7. B. Thurnell, for Claude Kemp, Oastleford. 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BARNETT AND ANOTHER v. POPLAR BOROUGH. Div. Court. 
2nd May. 
Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 78), ss. 28, 29, 55—Liasrurry pop 
Non-repamrr or Roap—Oonrract with Roap AUTHORITY—TRANSFER op 
LIABILITY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge French, who 
nonsuited the plaintiffs in an action brought by them against the council 
of the metropolitan borough of Poplar. The plaintiffs claimed damages in 
respect of injuries caused to a van belonging to them which came in 
contact with one of the rails of a tramway belonging to the North 
Metropolitan Tramways Co., which rail, it was alleged, stood up above 
the level of the street, owing to failure on the part of the defendants 
and their predecessors to keep the street in properrepair. By section 28 
of the Tramways Act, 1870, a duty is im on @ tramway company to 
keep in repair the portion of the road between the rails of a tramway and 
so much of the road as extends eighteen inches beyond the rails of and on 
each side of the tramway. By section 29 the road authorities and the 
tramway company have power to contract with each other in respect of 
the repair of the road, and in the present case it was alleged that by such 
a contract the defendants had made themselves liable for the repair of the 
whole of the road. For the appellants Howitt v. Nottingham Tramways t, 
(L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 16) was relied on, in which Lord Coleridge, OJ, 
expressed an opinion to the effect that liability would be transferred from 
the tramway company to the road authority where, as alleged in the 
present case, the road authority nad contracted to repair the company’s 
p:rt of the road under section 29 of the Tramways Act. In Alidred y. 
West Metropolitan Tramways Co. (1891, 2 Q. B. 398) that case was 
reviewed, and it was contended that if the Oourt of Appeal had thought 
that an action would not lie against the road authority the judgments 
would have referred to the matter. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstone, O.J., and Lawrance, J.) allowed the 
appeal and ordered a new trial. —CovunseL, Abinger ; Chester Jona, 
Soxicrrors, G. H. Haynes, Bow; C. G. Bradshaw. 


[Reported by Exskive Reup, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SOUTH LONDON ELECTRIC SUPPLY CORPORATION ». PERRIN. 
Div. Court. 6th May. 


Nvuisance—Buack Smoxe rrom Curmngy—No Eviwence tHat ANY WITNESS 
was THEREBY ANNOYED—NECESSARILY AN ANNOYANCE—CONVICTION— 
Pustic Heattu (Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 76), s. 24 (8). 


Appeal by case stated from the decision of a metropolitan police 
magistrate convicting the appellants of an offence under section 24 (}) of 
the Public Health (London) Act, 1891. The appellants were summoned 
for sending forth smoke in such quantities as to be a nuisance and the 
learned magistrate imposed the maximum penalty of £10 on each 
summons and £10 costs. The chimney from which the smoke 
issued was 180 feet high and the evidence given was to the effect 
that black smoke was seen to issue on ten different days between 
the Ist and 14th of November last from the chimney, but no si 
witness stated that the smoke was a nuisance to himself. e 
ground of the appeal was that proof of the mere issuing of smoke from 
the chimney was not sufficient to support.a conviction. It must be in 
such quautities as to create a nuisance, and there must be evidence to shew 
that there had been annoyance caused thereby to some particular person or 
persons sufficient to constitute a nuisance at common law. The essence 
of the offence was that the smoke should issue “‘in such quantities as to 
be a nuisance’? and the mere issue of itself constituted no offence. 
Stanley v. Farndale (56 J. P. 709), Stinson v. Browning (35 L. J. M. C. 152), 
and Hill v. Somerset (51 J. P. 742) were cited. 

Tux Court, without hearing counsel for the respondent, dismissed the 

appeal. 
y oe Auvexstong, O.J., in giving judgment, said he must not be thought 
to say that the magistrate must convict simply because smoke had come out 
of the chimney. Un the other hand, he did not think it neceseary to shew 
that any particular individual or property had been injured. In his 
opinion it was impossible to argue ¢ there ought not to have been 4 
conviction. 

Lawrance, J., concurred in the appeal being dismissed with costs.— 
CounseL, Cripps, K.0., and Scott-For, K.C.; Horace Avory, K.0., 
Lowenthal, Soxticrrons, Firth § Co.; We A. Blaxlgnd. 

(Reported by Exsxive Rei, Barrister-at-Law.) 





On Monday, says the Zimes, before Mr. Justice Wright, in the case of 
Re Ahmed, Ex parte The Oficial Receiwer, an application was made by the 
official receiver, as trustee in bankruptcy of one Maulvi Ahmed, asking 
that the Society at Gray’s-inn might be ordered to pay over to him, # 
such trustee, a sum of £50, or such other sum as might be determined upo, 
deposited with the society by the bankrupt on his entering his name 864 
student of the society. Mr. Justice Wright said: I have no doubt 
this case. ‘This sum of £50 is a cautionary fund, and I think the society 
are entitled to retain it so long as there is any possibility of any liabilily 
on the part of the bankrupt to the society for fees and sums of money pay 
sate to bien ender’ the nudes to them. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Onpexs or Court. 


Wednesday, the Ist day of May, 1901. 
], Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Bucxiay (1901—-S.—No. 1,226.) 
In re Septimus Parsonage and Company Limited. The Law Guarantee 
and Trust Society Limited v. Septimus Parsonage and Company Limited. 
Mr. Justice Bucxizy (1901—S.—No. 1,146.) 
In re Septimus Parsonage and omer Limited. Emma Ann Arts v. 
Septimus Parsonage and Company, Limited and the Law Guarantee and 
Trust Society Limited. Hatssvry, C. 





Wednesday, the Ist day of May, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High or of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the proceedings mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
In tHe Hicu Covurr or Justice, Cuancery Drvision. 
1.—Mr. Justice Joyce. 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and in the Matter of 
Henry Lovibond & Son (1900) Limited. Originating Motion dated the 
4th of March, 1901, by William Stewart for Rectification of Register. 

2.—Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 

Inthe Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and in the Matter of 


Lovibond & Sen (1900) Limited. ting Motion dated the 
18th of February, 1901, by James 8. Motion and others for Rectification 
of Register. 

3.—Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and in the Matter of 
Henry Lovibond & Son (1900) Limited. inating Motion dated the 
18th of February, 1901, by William Mills others for Rectification 
of Register. Hatssvry, O. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this 
association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, 
T. Musgrave Francis (Cambridge) in the 


m the 8th inst., Mr. 

chair. The other directors present being: Messrs. Wm. F. 
(Reading), HH. Morten Cotton, Walter Dowson, Samuel 
(Leicester), Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), Sir George H 


Lewis, Mesers. F. Rowley Parker, Maurice A. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott. 
(tecretary). A sum of £375 was distributed in grants of relief, and 
other general business transacted. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meetivg of the directors was held at the Hall of the rated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 2nd inst., Mr. Fk. Foss in the chair. The 
other directors present were Mesers. Burt, Daw, Foyer, Peacock, and 
Toovey. Four new members were elected. The eighty -fourth annual 
general court was fixed to be held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, at two o’clock, on the 23rd inst. The annual report was settled 
and other general business transacted. 


~ 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


May 6.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. ©. Kains-Jackeson 
moved: ‘That the Budget proposals of Sir Michael Hicks-Beach are 
injudicious and unstatesmanlike.” Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith opposed. 
There also spoke : Messrs. J. W. W. Weigall, N. Tebbutt, P. Aylen, and 
P.B. Walmsley. ‘The motion was lost by five votes. This meeting con- 
cludes the session. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
IntTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
ieeetal at the Intermediate Examination held on the 17th of April, 





Adams, Arthur Francis Glynn Bain, Frederick William 
Alcock, Crosby Walter Barber, Walter Browne, 
Ashton, George Frederick (Camb.) 

y, Ernest Burrell Bartleet, Lewis, B.A. (Oxon.) 


B.A. 


Beynon, John Walter , Edmund Major 
“ ad Adam, B.A. Lister, Reid 
(Camb.) Lloyd, Arthur Cobbold 
Blewitt, Bruce McCraith, Douglas, B.A. (Camb.) 


Bradley, Joseph Rowland 
Brady ’ Charles Edward 
Bramley, Clarence Henry 


Maclaren, Douglas, B.A. orig) 
Mainprice, William Edward Mac- 


ae nag Benjamin Pearson Mandale, Robert Stanle 
B -Warren, William Alfred Harold James 
Brown, Henry Douglas Charles Briscoe 


Cartwright, Edward Mathias, Thomas Bentley 
ight, Frederick Hawksley Mercer, William ‘4 4 
Talbot, B.A. (Durham) Monro, Frederic bert D’Oyly, 


Clifton, Charles Frederic B.A. Oxon.) 

Clough, George oore, Thomas Herbert 
Cocke, ee Deajenin rag! a Clement 
Cohn, Edgar amin arry 

Cox, William Herbert Pain, Arthur Richard 






ey 

’ 

Crosbie, Walter Lewis John Parr, William Noél 
Davis, William Pawlyn, Alfred Conrad 
Dawes, Richard Percy, M.A. Penney, Clifford Ernest 
. (Camb Potter, Edward Bentley 
Dawson, William Clarke Pratt, Thomas Ross 
Dickson, Gerald Hector Priest, Henry 

Dudley, Charles Vivian Proud, Ernest Barton 
Edwards, Arthur Pybus, John Milburn 
Eldridge, Robey James Richardson, Frank Arnold 


Faulkner, Henry Warry Riddle, Henry Alfred 
Figgis, John Maurice, B.A. (Camb.) Riley, Pennington 

Finch, Harry , Eustace 

Fisher, John Henry, M.A. (Camb.) Robinson, George Marshall 
Forshaw, Henry Philip Rodway, George William 
Fraser, Hugh Oolin Charles William 
Freeman, Samuel 

Gale, Frederick Horace 
Gamon, Humphrey Percival 


ee emcee Grand Pool Slines John Hi 
Godi James ley Poole gs o! enry 
Goodman, Frederick Owen Smith, Denis 

Gosnell, Robert Clifford Smith, Thomas 
Gover, Willam Cyril Smith, William Eric 


Gower, Robert Vaughan 
Greene, Edward Whitaker 


Groser, W Philip Spiller, Herbert 
Haggard, Richard Colby, B.A. Stiles, Edgar Watson 
(Camb,) Su chard Joseph 
Handley, Reginald Thomas Sydenham, Lewis 
Hardwicke, Herbert Junius Allen Syms, Frederick Noble 
Harman, Alfred James brum, Ashby 


Harrison, George Rowland Devereux, Taylor, Harold Isaac, B.A. (Oxon.) 


B.A. (Camb.) Thorne, Harold Underhill Hatton 
Henderson, Thomas Tooth, Lawrence 
Hey, Herbert Alfred Edward Tosewill, Maurice Julian 
Hill, Charles Bexfield Treasure, Reginald Ermest 
Hindle, George Ed Trotter, Douglas 
Holland, Alfred Herbert Vaughan, Frederick Clifford 
Holt, Charles Edward Hallett, B.A. Wi , Edward 

(Oxon.) 
Holt, Thomas Webb, Francis Frederic Charles 


Homer, John Kelinge, B.A. (Oxon.) Weller, William 
Hopkin, Elisha Sam Buxton Wells, Henry Garland 
a Hubert Ashcombe, B.A. 


Hopkins, Arthur John 
White, a John 


Horsfield, Luke 
Howlett, Frank Robert 
Whitehead, John 


Hudson, William Gerald 


Hughes, Thomas Wentworth Whitehouse, Arthur Hilder 
Hunnybun, Martin Gerald Woodley Whittome, Arthur Frank 

Hunt, Harold W: William Henry 

Ingham, John Edward Wild, “William Nicholson, B.A. 
Jarvis, William Henry (Camb.) 

Jeffery, Frederick Augustus W 

Jerome, William Simeon Wilson, Charles J Clayton 


Kennedy, David John Wood, Francis William Gent 
Langley, Cyril Owen Woodhouse, Arthur Harold Fletcher 
Lathom, Farquhar William Forbes Woods, Herbert Reginald Wybrew 
Lawrence, Alexander Wald:mar, Young, James 

B.A. (Oxon.) 





Finat Examination. 
The following candidates (whose names are in es order) were 
Examina‘ th 





Baguley, Alfred Edward Baty, John Armstrong 


eee ‘ul at the Final tion held on the 15th and 16th of April, 
1901 : 
Abercromby, William Frederick Edward Albert 
Baker, Sidney , B.A. (Oxon-) Bold, Edgar, B.A. (Victoria) 

Francis Sh Boustred, H 
Bar » Harold Bowen, David 
Barnes, Arthur Habgood Brandt, Herbert Edward, B.A, 
Barritt, Edward Leopold (Oxon.) 
Beal, Richard Edward Bruce Buchannan, Alexander 
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Bunting, Ernest William Macdonald, Alexander Herbert, The Carman, in moving the adoption of the report, said it was hy incre 
Burton, Edmund Gerald M.A. (Oxon.) privilege and his great pleasure to congratulate the meeting on the fe lo 
Bussell, Henry Richard Mack, James successful results of the year’s working, and he thought he was justifig hse 
Calvert, Richard, B.A. (Camb.) Mallam, Ross Ibbotson Dalton in saying that the results attending the operations during the year 19 mean! 
Cheesman, William Edward Foster Maud, William Monkman were the best of any year during which the society had been established, $ rese’ 
Cockcroft, Percy Moorhouse, Edward Albert, LL.B. | The net amount of premiums, £158,035, was larger than in any previong the pac 
Comyns, John Hext, B.A. (Oxon.) (Victoria) year, whilst the losses, £51,027, were the lowest recorded since the yey ee Tt 
Cooper, Arthur Edgar Motum, Ernest Hill 1886, when they were £48,938, and when the amount of net premium fand of | 
Oortield, Frederick de la Poer Beres- North, Alfred income was £117,117, as against £158,035 for 1890. The percentage of take it a 
ford, B A. (Camb.) Payne, John Melvin losses to annual premiums in 1886 was 41} per cent., comparing He did 1 
Cowan, Thomas Peppercorn, Herbert Howe in 1900 with 32;%; per cent. It would be recollecied that 1898 was ap ridiculot 
Oox, William Henry, M.A. (Camb.) Potter, John Randall, M.A (Oxon.) | abnormally bad year, and to equalize dividends it was then found at 
Craven, James Ohadwick Prouse, George Turner necessary to have recourse to the reserve fund, which at that time stood g artine 
Crump, Alfred Pyman, Thomas English £145,000, and to take from it £30,000. This had been done in the hop city 7 
Crump, Dudley James Raine, William Edward which was now fulfilled, that the directors would shortly be able to replace this ea 
Curtis, Wilfrid Parkinson Ramsden, Laurence Hilton that amount. The board had received communications from some of the pert 
Curwen, John Neville St. George Render, John William shareholders to the effect that they were hardly justified in declarings ous 
Cutler, Charles Richard Reynolds, Walter Gerald dividend of 17s. 6d. per share for that year. They looked upon thog - j 
Daniel, Edwin Seaward Richardson, Bernard Hartley communications not as a rebuke upon their administration, but their ab’ 
Davy, George Edmund Roberts, William rather as expressing a sense of caution and a desire that such a who was 
Daw, Herbert William Robiuson, Francis George reserve fund should be kept up as the society’s increased liabilities glicitud 
Dickinson, John Daniel Duncan Ruddle, Harold Selby might from time to time demand. The question of the reserve fund, the boa 
Ellman, Frederic Boys Ruddock, George he need not say, was always with the board, and he hoped it always io 
Eepley, George Herbert Rye, Arthur Lockyer would bse. The shareholders had been good enough to approve of + gaat 
Evans, David Bowen Sager, John Ormerod the policy of the board on the occasion to which he had referred, and their t 
Evans, David Lewis Shaw, Jesse, M.A. (Camb.) confidence in the inherent} merits of the society had bzen happily to the } 
Farrar, James Gill - Lister, B.A. Suerratt, Herbert Francis justified. There had been put back to the reserve in 1899 £10,000, and were all 
(Camb.) Smyth, Edward Percy there had been now paid back £20,000 so as to make it up to £145,000 Mr. | 
Ferns, John Astley Killer Steel, Leonard Percy again, at which it stood in 1898. The report shewed, as the society's the 
Foster, Norman Alexander Sudbury, John Linley reports had done for many years, continuous, uniuterrupted progress, that the 
Frith, Thomas Walter Lothian Suddards, Fred The premium income of 1900 was £158,035, as against £154,546 for 1899, Mr. | 
Furley, John Talfourd Swift, Lionel David Piercy an increase—not a large one, but still an increase—of £3,489. The He aske 
Gibson, James Baily Taylor, Arthur Robert corresponding increase in the amount insured was £3,000,000, represented 
Groves, Herbert Austen Taylor, John by £133,500,000 insured in 1900 as against £130,500,000 insured in 1899, to be « 
Hall, George Thomas Taylor, William James Winter The ratio of losses to premium income for 1900 of 32°3 per cent. as against increas! 
Hall, Henry Robinson, B.A. (Camb.) Thornton, Maxwell Kuthven 39°3 per cent. in 1899; or, in figures, in 1900 it was £51,027 as against interes 
Harris, Arthur Ernest Tindall, Gilbert John, B.A. (Oxon.) | £60,803 in 1899. This rate would be found, he was sure, to compare felt su 
Hart, Henry Douglas Tong, George Ernest very favourably with that of the most fortunate offices, during a not course. 
Heath, Frederic Percy Travers, John Francis too favourable year, and he had it on the authority of Mr. Bell that this Mr. . 
Hill, William George Turnbull, William Andrew abnormal condition of success had caused nota little envy amongst their fund. 
Hinchliffe, Ernest William Turner, George Daniel many and friendly competitors. The expenses of management for 190 with th 
Holden, George Upton, Cecil Caarles were 14:7 per cent. of the net premium income against 15 per cent. for were £1 
Hopkins, John Alexander Venables, Alfred Ernest 1899. Coming to the last item in the report, the commission paid in 1900 public, 
Hubbard, Leonard Ward, Frank Stanley was at the rate of 13°5 per cent. of the net premium income, as against asked 
Humpbrey, William Murray Wearing, Archie Skardon 13°3 per cent. for 1899. Then as to the accounts, the balances brought offices. 
Irvine, Paget George Williams, Aubrey Bransby forward from 1899 shewed a small increase, £65, as compared with the 1 
James, Edwin Valentine Williams, John Jones previous year. Tne premium income shewed an increase of £3,489; the P 
John, Benjamin Rice Williams, Robert interest on investments shewed an increase of £503. ‘There was one Mr. 
Johns, James Gray Williams, William Arthur Gordon decrease only on that side of the account—namely, £2 on transfer fees. declare 
Jones, William Stephen Wilson, Eric On the other side of the account the increases were, in commission, favour 
Lawren7e, John Gerald Wilson, Ernest £783; bad debts, extending over eight years, written off, £23; that Mr. 
Lee, Cuarles Wilfrid Wilson, Stanley would prove that the affairs were managed in that respect with con- He wa 
Lee, James Arthur Woollard, Alfred Emest siderable care; and £278 had been written off the cost of the offices. Bonus tempt: 
Liscombe, Frank Reginald Wright, Horace Leaf to officers shewed an increase of £16, and carried to reserve fund £10,00 induce 
Lisle, Robert Ernest Bentham Wy)llys, George Harvey more than in 1899. The decreases on that account were fire losses, £9,766; me 
stamps, £28 ; Metropolitan Fire Brigade, £43 ; income tax, £463 ; “<a , 
, pesivieass: cis * ‘ of management, £293. With reference to the decrease of income tax for board 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. an increasing result for 1900, that was explained in that it was on the averag 
Law Srvupents’ Dexatinc Sociztry.—The annual meeting of the above | three years’ return to the commissioners for 1896, 1897, and 1898. The the lay 
society was held on the 7th of May, 1901. Chairman, Mr. i’. H. Stevens. | society had a very bad time comparatively during those three years. The the cls 
The treasurer’s accounts and anditors’ report were read and passed. ‘The | balance of the account was £49,544 as against £45,987 in 1899, or aa light. 
# report of the committee was received, adopted, and ordered to be printed | increase of £3,557. The balance-sheet did not call for any lengthy 
and circulated among the members. Officers for the ensuing session were | Observations. On the credit side the total was £332,232 as against that in he wai 
| elected as follows: Mr. J. D. A. Johnson, treasurer; Mr. Alfred Dods, | 1899 of £307,859, a difference by way of increase of £24,373. On the reserv 
F reporter; Messrs. R. P. Croom Johnson and H. G. Barrett, joint hon, | debit side the reserve fund shewed an increase of £20,000 compared The 
secretaries ; Messrs. Neville Tebbutt and Archibald Hair, auditors. ‘The | with 1899. The fire losses outstanding, £12,653, were rather more thal good ¢ 
following members were elected to serve on the committee for 1901-2— | they were in 1899; but the balance altogether for good was £24,373, to be : 
i.e. Mesers. F. H. Stevens, W. V. Ball, W. A. Jolly, and A, H. H. | and the total available balance for distribution as the net result of the societ? 
Richardson. An impromptu debate followed. year’s work was £49,544. The shareholders had already received as at The 
interim dividend 5s. per share, which had absorbed £12,500, and it was share, 
his great pleasure to declare an additional dividend of 12s. 6d. per share, The 
which would reduce the available balance by £31,250 and would leave W. J. 
COMPANIES £18,294 to be carried forward to the next account. He hoped that was Lord 
. satisfactory. He had expressed a hope last year that the business would Richa 
LAW FIRE INSURANCE. be sufficiently satisfactory to enable them to carry back to the reserve Mr. E 
} Awrvat Masroxc fund £10,000. ‘They had not only done that, but they had done more, On 
spa ee Toe they had paid back £20,000, and the reserve now stood at the highest Churc 
The fifty-fifth annual general meeting of the shareholders of the Law| point it had ever reached—namely, what it stood at in 1898, audit 
Fire lnsurance Society was held on ‘Tuesday at the Society’s House, | £145,000; not only so, but there was this sum of £18,294, to camy On 
4 Chancery -lane, the chairman, Sir RicHarp Nicno.son, presiding. forward to be dealt with hereafter. That was a matter which wat to the 
The report stated that the premium income of the year 1900 amounted | always preeent with the directors. Knowing a® everyone must that the 
to £158,035, and shewed an increase of £3,489 over that of the previous | business, however carefully a really depended upon the doctrine 
year. The total amount msured was estimated at 1334 millions. Tne | of chances, the directors felt that it was their duty to be carefal, 
ratio of losses in 1900 to the net premium income for the year was 32 3 per | above all other things, to provide against the consequences of a tum 
cent.; the expenses of management were 147 per cent. ; and the com- | in the tide of insurance business against them, and to be in a position 
mission 13°5 per cent. The board had the pleasure of stating that the sum | to meet the demands upon them, to meet all eventualitics and claims with- 
of £30,000, temporarily withdrawn from the reserve fund, had been | out recourse to the paid-up capital, or, what would be a great deal wor, Th 
replaced. Although the progress of the society’s business had been very | a call upon the shareholders, The reserve fund provided a meaus No. 1 
favourable during the past twelvemonth, the directors were desirous again | enabling this to be done. He thought it was desirable on every ground Pollo 
to remind the shareholders that the further development of the society’s | that it should be made to keep pace with the increasing liabilities. They and ¢ 
: still demanded their active assistance. had had an abnormally good year, the best they had ever had, and nov Baron 
Mr. G. W. Butt (secretary) having read the notice convening the | was the time, in his mind, in which the board might ask the shareholdat He u 
meeting, | to assist them by their concurrence in making the reserve fund equal & Mr. ] 
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fie increasing demands which might be made upon the society. The 
public looked for it as a ready means of ready settlement of their claims, 
ga the shareholders looked upon it as a protection against calls and 
, means of equalizing dividends. He could not think but that 
the reserve fund might very well be largely increased. It had not 
pace with the society’s rate of progress and rate of liability. It 
not compare as favourably as he could quite wish with the reserve 
fand of some other offices. He would not go into figures, but they might 
jake it as a fact resulting from the inquiries he had been able to make. 
Hedid not wish to take a pessimistic view of the situation—it would be 
ridiculous to do so when they were met under the most favourable circum- 
stances that had ever attended the operations of the society, but this was 
the time to increase the reserves. It must never be forgotten that the 
society Was engaged in a hazardous business, and that the good busine:s 
this year was no guarantee for the continuance of good business. The 
had been abnormally lucky, and he thought that, as prudent men, 
they ought to be prepared for a rainy day which might come sooner or 
later. He had to thank the cociety’s agents throughout the country for 
their able and willing assistance, and to thank Mr. Bell, their old friend, 
who was primus inter pares amongst secretaries of insurance offices for his 
wlicitude for the welfare of the society and for his invaluable counsel to 
the board. Next they had to thank the staff for loyal and active co- 
ion, and they were much indebted to the public for their confidence. 
the public looked to the reserve fund, to the paid-up capital, and to the 
subscribed capital. The society had had the confidence of the public up 
to the present and he hoped this would be continued. The accounts 
were altogether most satisfactory. 
Mr. Herzert thought that the reserve fund might be increased and 
that the rate of dividend should be announced before the general meeting. 
Mr. Harotp Brown congratulated the board upon its splendid report. 
He asked the shareholders to support the board in the policy they had 
d in restoring the reserve fund to its original state. The first thing 
to be considered was to strengthen the position of the office, and by 
increasing the reserve fund they would be but consulting their own 
interests, as they would be ensuring the confidence of the public, and he 
felt sure that the shareholders would support the directors in that 


course, 

Mr. F. R. Parker cordially supported the strengthening of the reserve 
fund. He was rather sorry to hear that it did not bear fair comparison 
with the reserve fund of other offices. He looked upon the fact that there 
were £133,500,000 insured as a very high testimonial to the confidence of the 
public, and to the zeal and energy of the staff aided by Mr. Bell. He 
awked what amount of this was distributed in reinsurances with other 
oflices. He assumed that the answer was, that though the amount was 
large it was distributed in small sums, and that a limit was placed upon 

particular risk. " 

Mr. Prrcarrn suggested that the dividend, without being formally 
declared, might be intimated to the shareholders in the report. He wasin 
favour of increasing the reserves. 

Mr. W. Metmoru Watrers seconded the motion for adopting the report. 
He was very glad the society had had the strength of mind to resist the 
temptation to declare a bigger dividend. The same reason which had 
induced them to draw upon the reserve fund two years ago—namely, the 
pend of the usual dividend—had induced them to add to the reserve 

d now. He was in favour of keeping the dividend ttable, and the 
board had acted upon that principle. The society lived by the law of 
averages, and the board wanted to make the dividend conform itself to 
the law of averages. He thought they would find no other office where 
the class of risks was so good, and the mortality, as he might call it, eo 
light. Consequently it was not exposed to those sudden large claims to 
which other offices were subject. As the business went on increasing—and 
he was glad to say it was increasing—it was a work of prudence that the 
teserve also should advance. 

The Cuareman said the liabilities of the society were of an exceptionally 
good class, and though the figures were very large there was not anything 
to be alarmed at. The risks were generally of a first-class kind, and the 
society did no foreign business. 

The motion was carried unanimously, and a dividend of 17s. 6d. per 
share, of whitch 5s. had been paid, was declared. 

The following directors, who retired by rotation, were re-elected: Sir 
W.J. Farrer, Mr. W. Dawes Freshfield, Mr. W. A. Tooke Hallowes, 
Lord Hobhouse, Mr. ©. Plumptre Johnson, Mr. H. Wilmot Lee, Sir 
Richard Nicholson, Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. E. H. Whitehead, and 
Mr. E. Trevor Lloyd Williams. 

On the motion of the Cuarmman Mr. J. F. Burton, Mr. E. F. Blake 
Church, Mr. J. H. Hortin, and Mr. C. R. Roberts West were re-elected 


auditors. 
On the motion of Mr. H. McNas Hvumrnry a vote of thanks was passed 


to the chairman, who briefly responded. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Harry Freperick Poxtock, solicitor, of 
No. 11, St. Helen’s-place, London, He was a son of Mr. George Frederick 
Pollock, Senior Master of the Supreme Court and Queen’s Remembrancer, 
and a nephew of the late Baron Pollock, and grandson of the late Chief 
Baron Pollock. He was admitted in 1878, and attained a large practice. 
He unsuccessfully contested the Spalding Division of Lincolnshire against 
Mr. Halley Stewart at the General Election of 1892, but at the General 





Election of 1895 Mr. Pollock succeeded in “a Mr. Stewart by 349 
votes. Unfortunately, before the last General Election he was compelled 


by ill-health to resign his seat. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Atrrep T. Ivens, of the firm of Ivens & Richards, of Southampton 
and Newport, I.W., who was admitted in 1878, has recently been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner. Mr. Ivens has been a commissioner for oaths 
for many years. 
Mr. Artuvr Street, a partner in the firm of Spafford & Street, solicitors, 
of 7, St. James’s-cquare, Manchester, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths, 
Mr. Hanoy Tuomas, barrister, has been appointed to be the first 
Recorder of Rotherham. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
ADMISSION, 


Mersrs. Raven:croft, Woodward, & Hills, solicitors, of 15, John-street, 
Bedford-row, London, have admitted into partnership Mr. Hensent H. B. 
Watton, B.A. The style of the firm will in future be Ravenscroft, Wood- 
ward, Walton, & Hills, but the firm’s signature will be Raverscroft, 
‘Woodward, & Oo. 
DissoLvTions. 

Joun Guscorrr, Grorce Wapwam, and Cartes Epwarp Brapsvry, 
solicitors (Guscotte, Wadham, & Bradbury), 19, Essex-street, Strand, 
London. April 30. The said George Wadbam, Charles Edward Bradbury, 
and Arthur Hollick Tickell will carry on the said business at 19, Essex- 
street, Strand, aforesaid. [ Gazette, May 7. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Lord Justice Rigby will not return to court during the 
present Easter sittings. 

It is announced that Mr. Justice Buckuill has so far recovered from his 
a illness that he was able to leave Epsom yesterday for Sidmouth, 

evon. 

The Lord Chancellor is to preside at the annual conference of the 
International Law Association, which will be held in Glasgow on the 20th 
of August next. 

It is stated that Mr. J. Parry Jones, of Beechfield, Oswestry, has been 
asked to contest the division. Mr. Parry Jones, who is a solicitor, is town 
clerk of Oswestry and a county council alderman. 

Mr. William Skinner, Writer to his Majesty’s Signet, and for twenty- 
one years town clerk of Edinburgh, died there, says the St. James’s Gazette, 
suddenly on Saturday. Mr. Skinner was a native of Edinburgh, and was 
seventy -eight years of age. 

Mr. Justice Hodges, of the Supreme Court of Victoria, has accepted the 
invitation of the Prime Minister of Australia to represent the Common- 
wealth at the conference to discuss the question of stronger Colonial 
representation on the Judicial Court of the Privy Council. 


The judges (Wills and Kennedy, JJ.) have fixed the following commis- 
sion days for holding the Summer Assizes on the Western Circuit—viz. : 
Salisbury, Wednesday, May 29; Dorcnester, Tuesday, June4; Wells, 
Saturday, June 8; Bodmin, Friday, June 14; Exeter, Friday, June 21 ; 
Winchester, Friday, June 28; Bristol, Saturday, July 6. Mr. Justice 
Wills will go on the circuit alone until Exeter is reached, when he will be 
joined by Mr. Justice Kennedy. 

The Duke and Duchess of Connaught on the 2nd inst. — a visit to the 
Four Courts, Dublin. They were accompanied by Oaptain Clayton, 
A.D.C., and Mrs. Clayton. At the courts they were received by the Lord 
Chancellor and the Lords Justices of Appeal. Subsequently the Prince 
and Princess and party lunched with the Lord Chancellor and the Lords 
Justices. After lunch they proceeded to the Nisi Prius Court, over which 
Mr. Justice Barton presided. Here a breach of promise action was 
anaes The Royal visitors remained attentive listeners until the rising of 

e court, 

The following gentiemen have been duly nominated as candidates for 
election upon the Bar Council: Mr. Levett, K.C., Mr. Blake »K.C., 
Mr. Pickford, K.C., Mr. A. T. Lawrence, K.C., Mr. Butcher, K.C., Mr. 
Jenkins, K.C., Mr. Alderson Focte, K.C., Mr. Rawlinson, K C., Mr. 
T. R. Hughes, K.O., Mr. Marshall Hall, K.C., Mr. O. F. Gill, K.C., Mr. 
A. J. Ram, K.C., Mr. Morton, K.C., Mr. Manisty, K.C., and Messrs. 
R. F. MacSwinney, H. D. Bonsey, W. Wille, A. P. e, Jose 
Smith, F. H. Mellor, T. H. Knight, R. G. Seton, E. M. Pollock, 
Sanderson, J, H. Murphy, A. W. Bainton, R. V. Bankes, 8. Hutton, 
W. H. Leese, and R. B. Phillpotts. There are twenty-four vacancies 
only to be filled up, so that a contested election will take place. 

Wednesday being the grand day of Easter term at Gray’s-inn, the 
Masters of the Bench entertained at dinner the following guests : Tae 
Right Hon. Sir John Gorst, K.C., M.P., the Hon Mr. Justice Kennedy, 
the Hon. Mr. Justice Bigham, Sir Dyce Duckworth, M.D., His Honour 
Judge Addison, K.O., Mr. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., Mr. George Aitchison, 
Dr. Conan Doyle, Mr. Anthony Hope Hawkins. The benchers t 
were: Sir Arthur Collins, K.0. (who in the unavoidable a 
of the treasurer, Mr. Montague Lush), Lord Ashbourne, Mr. Hugh 
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Shield, K.C., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. John Rose, Mr. Paterson, Mr. 
» K.0., Mr. Mattinson, K.C., Mr. Lewis Coward; K.C., Mr. 0. A. 
K.C., Mr. H. C. Richards, K.C., M.P., with the preacher (the Rev. 
Canon ©. J. Thompson). 


The following commission days have been fixed for holding the summer 
assizes on the Midland Circuit—viz., Aylesbury, Thursday, June 13; 
Bedford, Monday, June 17; Northampton, Thursday, June 20; Leicester, 
Tuesday, June 25; Oakham, Monday, July 1; Lincoln, Tuesday, July 2; 
Derby, Tuesday, July 9; Nottingham, Monday, July 15. The days for 
Warwick and Birmingham have not yet been definitely fixed, but they will 
probably be July 20 and 27 respectively. Mr. Justice Wright. will go on 
the circuit alone until Nottingham is reached, where, if the state of 
business requires the presence of two judges, Mr. Justice Philimore will 
join him. At the conclusion of the assizes at Nottingham Mr. Justice 
Wright will return to London, and Mr. Justice Phillimore will go alone 
to Warwick, afterwards proceeding to Birmingham, where he will 
be joined by Mr. Justice Bigham. 


The April number of the Lawyer (published at Ahmedabad, India, and 
edited by Mr. Jivanlal V. Desai, B.A , barrister-at-law) has just reached 
us. Itcontains the following query and reply: ‘‘ Cana Hindu be charged 
for enticing away a woman who was living with a Mahomedan as a 
concubine in a purdah ? Can the Hindu be prosecuted for giving the woman 
and her children shelter? Oan the laws of any British or native courts 
affect the Hindu? The section of the I. P. C., I presume, affects only in 
the cases of married or nikaed woman. Even if it be assumed that the 
woman and } Mahomedan eB servant My the Hindu by 
accompanied woman stand aga e Hindu on the persuasion of the 
Mahomedan man, in whose keeping she was, can the Hindu be at all 
—— for giving her shelter? Answer: We think the Hindu cannot 

proceeded against at all. The section relates to enticing away a married 
woman only, and enticing away a concubine is no offence.—Ep.” 


On Monday, says the St. James’s Gazette, in a King’s Bench Divisional 
Court, composed of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Lawrance, 
counsel — on behalf of certain solicitors who had been refused their 
certificate by the Incorporated Law Society on the ground that they were 

bankrupts, that a special court of the King’s Bench Division 
might be formed for the hearing of a large number of appeals. The 
society in about 100 cases had this year refused to renew the certificates 
where the solicitors were undischarged bankrupts. About thirty of these 
solicitors x , and the Master of the Rolls renewed their certificates 
on the a that some means should be taken for obtaining the 
opinion of the High Court upon the law, of the question, as governed by 
a previous decision, and counsel asked for the constitution of a special 
court for that purpose. The Lord Chief Justice refused, under the 
circumstances, to appoint a court. He said there should be some tangible 
case before them, and gave leave to counsel to renew the application. 


The Incorporated Law Society of Merthyr Tydfil and Aberdare offers a 
of £10 10s. at the Royal National Eisteddfod of Wales, to be held at 
Merthyr Tydfil on the 6th of August next and following days, for the best 
treatise on the liability of employers for injuries sustained by workmen 
whilst in their employ, with especial reference to recent legislation, legal 
and desirable amendments of the present law. e treatise to 
become the property of the society, with liberty to publish the same. The 
adjudicators are his Honour Judge Gwilym Williams, his Honour Judge 
: Evans, and Arthur Lewis, Esq., (the Recorder of Carmarthen). 
Compositions for competition must be sent to the general secre of the 
Royal National Eisteddfod, Merthyr Tydfil, by the Ist of June next, and 
must be written in ink, printed, or type-written on one side of the paper 
only. The general conditions of all competitions may be obtained in the 
list of subjects for competition, as printed for the Eisteddfod Committee b 
Messrs. Southey & Sons, of the Ezpress Office, Merthyr, post free 7d., an 
any further information will be supplied gratis by Mr. Walter W. Meredith, 
hon. sec., Merthyr and Abuten tow Society. 


At the Westminster County Court on the 3rd inst., says the Times, the 
case of The Norfolk News Co. v. Baker, Lees, ¢ Co., remitted from the High 
Court, was heard before his Honour Judge Lumley Smith. The plaintiff 
company, who are the publishers of the Eastern Daily Press, claimed from 
Mesers. » Lees, & Co., solicitors and Parliamentary agents, of 54, 

, Westminster, the sum of £23 in respect to advertise- 
mente of certain Par notices inserted in that news’ with 
respect to the Lowestoft Railway Bill. Mr. A. T. Pantlin, a c in the 

of the plaintiffs, said that on the 15th of November, 1899, he met 

Mr. J. D. po and had some conversation with him, as the result of 
on the defendants and asked Mr. Lees for an order for the 

| the Parliamentery notices of the Lowestoft Railway Bill in the 
Daily Pres. That gave him the order and also the 
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it 'was also well within their knowledge that the defendants were acting 
merely as agents. Mr. Lees, in his nce, stated that he did not instruct 
the representatives of the newspapers in which the advertisements were 
inserted to come to his office. He had been a Parliamentary agent for 
many years. When his firm gave original orders for advertisements th 
made ients as to terms and date of insertion, and then they held 
themselves responsible ; but in this instance, to the best of his belief, he 
gave no iustructions as to the day on which the advertisements should 
appear. Judgment was given for the plaintiffs. Oounsel intimated that 
notice of appeal would be given. 


Mr. Ellett, the president of the Incorporated Law Society, writes to 
the Times as follows: ‘*‘ With reference to the leading article contained in 
your issue on the 29th ult., in which you mention the Parliamentary 
grant to this society, I hope I may be excused for calling attention to 
facts which have been stated publicly more than once. This society, asa 
wainey has no duty a —. — it = yr to disci. 

matters, except that o rt of the statutory com. 
mittee before the pone if it is adverse to Pen ypar tg The comellel 
itself is appointed by the Master of the Rolls, although its members are 
selected from the council of the Law Society. Its duties are simply to 
inquire and report in cases that are brought before it, aud do not involve 
the imposition of punishment whatever. Further, a complaint 
against a solicitor can be brought before the court irrespective of the 
committee, and the fact that this power is not resorted to shews 
that confidence is reposed in the committee. The court alone has 
tad to strike a solicitor off the roll or suspend him from practice,” 

ith regard to this letter, Sir George Lewis writes to the same journal a 
letter in which, after pointing out that Mr. Ellett says that the Law 
Society has no duty whatever imposed upon it with reference to disciplinary 
matters except that of bringing the report of the statutory committee, if 
it is adverse to the solicitor, before the court he adds, ‘‘ The meaning of 
this is that if the statutory committee consider that a solicitor has been 
guilty of unprofessional conduct, they are by statute bound to report the 
conduct of the solicitor to the court to be t with by the judges. In 
view of this being the law, I find it difficult to understand 
that portion of the address which Mr. John Hunter, the present 
chairman of the statutory committee, made at the last annual 
provincial meeting of the society, held at Weymouth, in which he says: 

When the case comes on to be heard applications are frequently made to 
the committee by the applicant to allow the case to be withdrawn. This 
cannot be done without leave of the committee, and such leave is only 
given where the committee is satisfied that the explanation given by the 
solicitor and accepted by the complainant is sufficient, and shews either 
that no ground for complaint exists or that the case is one in which 
restitution may properly be allowed to purge the offence, and that complete 
restitution has been made, or will be made, if the case is allowed to stand 
over to give the respondent time to make such restitution. Oomplete 
restitution is usually made to include the me of the applicant’ s costs.’ 
Mr. Hunter adds that in one or other of these two cases since the year 
1888 274 cases have been withdrawn after the committee have fixed a day 
for hearing. Surely, Sir George says, if a case is brought before the 
statutory committeein which asolicitor hasembezzled or withheld money from 
his clients, or has been guilty of professional misconduct, it is the duty of 
this tribunal to the case to the court; and, although there may 
have been some cases in which the committee have thought that it was to 
the advantage of the complainant to obtain restitution, it was nevertheless 
their bounden duty, even after restitution made, to report the case to the 
court, who, in considering the punishment, would, no doubt, take into 
= apy circumstances which tended to mitigate the solicitor’s 
offence.”’ 
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Date. Emencency Aprzau Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
"a Ae No, 2. Kexewics. Byarse, 
Monday, May............ 18 Mr, Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr, Pugh Mr. Lavie 
= =: of 
Prveccosaancosene 
Thursday ..........000000+. 16 Lavie Pemberton Beal i 
Prd ay 0.400 +. cereseresee 17 Beal Jackson Py Lavie 
Saturday sapeeetensennee 18 Pugh Pemberton 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Me. Justice 
Cozene-Hampy, Farweu.. Buck.ey. Joyo, 
Monday, May 13 Mr. Parmer Mr, Greswell Mr. Godfrey Mr. Leach 
FT cccee 14 King Church Leach Godfrey 
Wednesday ot] Farmer ell Godfrey King 
TRUE . cccccccccecverece 16 Chureh Leach Farmer 
Friday ..... 17 Farmer Greswell Godfrey Church 
Saturday ied 18 King Church ‘Leach Greswell 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1901. 


(Continued from p, 454.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORGCE 
AND ADMIBALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORUE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 
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jpre James Scott Langton v Scott appl of defts Amelia Langton and ors 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 13, 1900 — 
fiedle v Neale appl of pitff H N Neale, , from order of Mr 
6, dated Aug 11, 1900 6 


Bym 
§haw v Johnson, Cole, Brier’ & Oordrey appl of deft Co from order of 
MrJustice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 24, 1 Sept 7 
JnreMoss Jenkins v Moss appl of G M Jenkins from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 20, 1900 (produce order) Sept 
iyell v Broderick app] cf deft from order of Mr Justice Cozens+Hardy, 
dated July 6, 1900 Oct 10 ' 
Ire Willis Willis v Willis appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Aug 2, 1900 Oct 15 
igs vy Bruyére appl of deft Obarles Larnaude from order of Mr 
lustice Kekewich, dated July 7, 1900 Oct 22 
Qollicott v South Staffordshire Mines Drainage Commrs appl of deft from 
oe a Kekewich, dated Aug 5, 1896 (restored by order, 
‘Aug 1, 
foabes ¥ Miller appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
June 25, 1900 (security ordered) Oct 25 
Inve Bingham Bridges v Webb appl of defts B. L. Wright & ors from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Aug 1, 1900 26 
In re Gore Booth, dec Gore Booth v Gore Booth eppl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 27,1900 Nov : 
eld v May appl of pltff MJ Olayfield from order of Mr Justice 
wich, dated July 7, 1900 Nov 2 
Thurstan v The Nottingham Permanent Benefit Building Society appl of 
pitff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 1, 1900 Nov 6 : 
In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re Spiller & Co ld, in 
liquidation appl of F W Harris from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Uet 31, 1900 Nov 9 
Jnkins v Innes appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
July 31, 1800 Nov 12 
Smith v Baxter appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
July 25,1900 Nov 12 
Smith vy Ker appl of deft G Booth from order of Mr Justice,Cozens-Hardy, 
dated June 19, 1900 Nov 16 
In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re Lilly & Lilly 1d appl of 
= Mead from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 3, 1900 
ov 
1901. 


Jacobs (trading, &c) v Morris & Morris Morris & Morris v Jacobs 

(trading, &c) app of defts Morris & Morris from order of Mr Justice 
ell, dated Dec 13, 1900 March 2 

Inre The Patents, Designs, &c Acts, 1883 to 1888, and Jn re the Applica- 
tion of Pomril ld, No 230,744 appl of Applicants from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Feb 19, 1901 (produce order) March 5 

ltl penne appl of pitff M W Barker from order of Mr Justice 

, dated March 4, 1901 March 7 

Qrofts v J H Dickson & Oo ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 20, 1901 March 7 

Hewett v Toms appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 6, 1901 (produce order) March 7 

Inre Harris Harrisv Hyman appl of deft Sarah Jacobi from order of 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 22,1901 March 8 

Deverges v Sandeman, Clarke & Oo appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 

oo dated — ov 15, 1900 agg order) ae 12 
re Courage a: v Leckie appl of deft GM Oourage from order 
of Mr Justice Reena, dated Nov P1900 March 13 

Inre Handman & Wilcox & V & P Act, 1874 appl of C Handman from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 8, 1901 March 13 

Driscoll y Boyton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 28, 1901 March 14 

In re The Madras Electric Tramways Cold Electric Construction Oo ld v 
Cooper appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy, for Mr 
Justice Wright, dated March 1, 1901 March 15 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
\ (Final List.) 
1900, 

J s v Mather (Gray, clmt) (Crown Side) appl of clmt Gray on 

9 4 — from Justices Lawrance and Kennedy, dated Nov 3, 
ov 

Cullum v Hodges appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Nov 7, 1900, without jury, Middlesex ov 19 - 

Vaux & Son v Wimperis & Arber opp of defts from Fe mag of Mr 
Justice Grantham, dated Nov3, 1900, without jury, Nov 22 

The Vestry of the Parish of St James & St John, Clerkenwell (appellants) 
vJ Edmondson & Son, respondents (Crown Side spl of appellants 
from the judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Zamnty, 
dated Nov 16, 1900 Nov 26 

W Montgomery & Co v The Indemnity Mutual Marine, &c, 1d appl of 
defts from judgment of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 9, 1900, out 


jury, Middlesex Nov 27 
appl of deft from j of Mr 


Holland & Oo ld v Sarah Jean Hematite 
Justice Darling, dated Nov 5, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 30 
(Crown Side 


clmt from judgt of the Lord Ohief Justice and. Mr Justi ‘eereay “4 

m judgt of the ce 

dated = 91, — rp A ’ 
ates v William cis Terry (Crown Side of pltff from 

judgt of Justices Lawrance and Kecmsay dated Coe 31, 1000 Doe 1 


The Great Western Ry Co v The Metropolitan Ry Co (Railway and Canal 








Commission) appl of defts The Metropolitan Ry Co from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wiight Biz F. Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated thee 21, 1900 
4 


Dec 

La Société Anonyme L’Industrielle Russo-Belge v H Scholefield & Son 
appl of pltffs from ae ee en eee 
without a jury, Dec 4 ‘ 

Guthrie & ors v North China Insce Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Mathew, dated Nov 23, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 6 
of deft from judgt of 4 Justice Kennedy, 


Hobbs & Son v Turner 

dated Nov 24, 1900, t jury, Middlesex Dec 

A & A Crompton & Co ld v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co (Railway 

& Canal Commission) appl of ert te Mr Justice Wright, 

Sir F Peel, and Viscount dated Nov 8, 1900 Dec 17 

Morgan, Wakley & Co v Pow: , Thomas & Co appl of deft from judgt 

5 Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 30, 1900, t a jury, sex 
17 


Chantrey v Foster & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 

dated Oct 27, 1900, without s j Dec 21 

e Bott v Masham appl of pit? from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 

= Dec 12, 1900, without a jury (Commercial List), Middlesex 

21 

Cathcart v Jacobs appl of from of Mr Justice Day, dated Dec 

17, 1900, without jury, Middlesex ea ‘ 
1901. 


Collins v The Law Guarantee & Trust Socld appl of defts from of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 5, 1901, without a jury, 
e 

The Mayor of Blackburn v Saunderson & ors appl of pitffs from order of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated Dec 19, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex 


Feb 7 
Cudlip v Finlinson appl of deft omgt +s] ft of Mr Justice Day, dated Jan 
e 


28, 1901, without a jury, Taunton Fe , ; 

Lane v Elliott Bros appl of defts from j of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Jan 17, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 9 

The Harburg India-Rubber Comb Oo & Ferdinand Winter v Martin 
Brown. appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Jan 28, 
1901, with a special jury, Middlesex Feb 9 ; 

Radford v Delmege appl of pltff from j of The Lord Chief Justice, 
dated Dec 18, 1901, without a jury, esex Feb 11 

The Northfleet Coal & Ballast Oo ld v The Tower Portland Cement Co 


ld and George Butchard appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated Feb 1, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 12 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1901. 
Atkinson & Son v Watson & Sons ld 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dat 
Justics Grantham with a jury Jan 1 


Hirst v West Riding Union Banking Co ld and anr a) 
Union Banking Oo ld for judgt or new trial on 


of defts for judgt or new trial 
Dec 15, 1900, at trial before Mr 


of West Ridin 
from verdict 


judgt, dated 18, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and 
special jury, Leeds Jan 3 : 

Same v Same cage & See RB for or new trial on 
appl from ict and ju dated Dec 18, 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and s jury, Leeds Jan3 


Dauncy v Holloway appln of for judgt appl 
real an Judit dated Feb 5, 1901, at tral before Mr Justice Wright 


arch 7 
v Broadwood and anr appln of deft AS Broadwood for judgt 
trial before Mr Justice Bruce and common jury, Middlesex (to follow 
for 


White and ors v 

appl from verdict and j Feb 25, 1901, at trial before Mr 
Justice and special jury, March 12 
Messers ld v Boulter appin of Gets See fale new Shel oe 
verdict and j , Gated March 6, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and ar, Sen March 14 

Krous v London and North-Western Ry Co of defts for ~~ 
new trial on appl from verdict and j March 12, 1901, at 


and ju 19, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance 
saps sre'Sona & Bolt in of defts for judgt trial 
v Harcourt, or new on 
app! from verdict and j Sees stocks 15, 1901, Bt trfal before Mr 
aches ae ber fates © trial ppl from 
w v Rogers or new on a 
Pere dived ob thal Defoe Mr Justice Wille and common 
Beard & Addison Handy of pltffs for judgt trial 
v a) or new on 
from verdict and judgt, Bah S190 cl blr Jus 
Lawrance and common jury, Middlesex 2 


(Zo be continued.) 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


May 13.—Messre. Woops & Swetiine, at the Mart, at 2:—Eltham: Freehold Building 
Estate, known as Lower Belmont, a few minutes’ walk from Eltham and New Eltham 
Stations (§ E. & C B.), one mile from Chislehurst, containing in a ring fence an area 
of 68 acres park-like land, of which early possession can be obtained; gas, water, and 
sewer mains are laid. (See advertisement, May 4, p. 5.) 

May 15.—Messrs, H. E. Foster & Cranrievp, at the Mart, at 2 :—Freehold Building Site 
in Paternoster-row, City, with a frontage of 143 feet and a depth of 41 feet. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Bate & Co., London —Freehold Shops at Farnham, Surrey, near the Post 
Office ; of the rental value of £215 per annum. Solicitor, C,8 Lermitte, Esq., London. 
—Freehold Building Land at Twickenham, about ten minutes’ walk from the station, 
with room for about eight cottages. Solicitors, J. B. Churchill. Esq.,and A, A. Nowell, 
Eeq., both of London, (See advertisements, this week, back page. 

May 16.—Messrs, H. E, Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2:— 





































































REVERSIONS : 
To Two-fifths of a Trust Estate, value £22,000; lady aged 65, Solicitors, Messrs. 
Shoub: & May, London. 


To a Freehold House at Brighton, value £26 per annum; ledy aged 52. Also toa 
imilar House; lady aged 56. Solicitors, Messrs. Segar Bastard & Co., 
on. 

POLICIES : 
For £6,000. Solicitors, Messrs, Thorowgood, Tabor, & Hardcastle, London. 
For £600 Solicitors, Messrs, Marshall & Liddle, Croydon 
For £5,000, £5.000, £5,000, £5,000, £4,000, £3,000, £1,000. Solicitors, Messrs. 

Rooper & Whately, London. 

SHARES in Prince’s Hall Restaurant. Solicitors, Messrs. Radcliffe & Co., London. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

May 17.—Mesers. E. & 8. Smitu. at the Mart, at 2:—Substantially-erected Business 
Premises, No. 3. Moorgate-street-buildings, near Bank of England; let at £600 per 
annum. Solicitors, Meesrs. C. J. Mander & Son, London.—Islington : Ten-roomed 
Residence ; let at £60. Solicitor, J. 8. Blanckensee, Esq., London.—New Southgate : 
Freehold. No. 8, Lauder-terrace, Sydmey-road; let at 10s. per week. Solicitors, 
Messra. Boyes & Son, Barnet, Herts, (See advertisements, this week, p. 5.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Mesars.C ©. & T. Moone sold on Thursday, at the Mart, a Freehold Factory in Hoxton- 
street for £4,250; a Ground-rent of £10 10s. secured on Four Shops in East India Dock- 
road, eae another of £18 secured on Four Houses in Parnell-road, Old Ford, 
£490; a 1d Residence in Manor-road, Stoke Newington, £630; 18 Short Leasehold 
Houses having only 3} years to run, £625. Result ef sale, £7,440. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faripay, May 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorzp 1x Cuayxcery. 


Bartimore Export anv Inport Co, Lonrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
Eéq@in Stacey, 1, Molyneux pl, Liv: 1 

Beit Masvractvrgixe Co, Liurrep— itors are required, on or before June 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Brock 
Keen, 3, Church ct, Old Jewry. Rising & Ravenscroft, 8, Leadenhall st, solors to 


Bruises Buexrr Syxpicatz, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 29, directed 
to be heard on May 15. Richardson & Co, 49a, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for petners 
Saiee ot Sapeeing mat reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon y 

Crorpox Sreamsnir Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 15, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to W. E. 
Banclark, 8 and 9. Great St Helen’s 

IsreexatioxaL Usiox Investment Syypicate, Limitep—Creditors are requiref, on or 
before June 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars o debts or 
claims, to Redolph Alfred Demmé, 19 and 21, Queen Victoria st 

Mixereriey Mixes, Linirep —reditors are required, on or before June 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their d+bts or claims, to Julius Koenig. 

& Fenwick, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors for liquidator 

Norzis & Co, Liourrzep—Creditors are required. on or before June 24, to send their names 
and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard Watson Wood, 
27, Parsons lane, Bury. Pickstone & Jones, Radcliffe, Lancs, s lors for liquidator 

Srzausuir “ Rossuonz,” Linirep—Oreditors are required, on or before June 24, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Edwin 
Btacey, 2, Molyneux pl, Liverpool 


Londom Gazette.—Turspay, May 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luarrep 1s Cuascery. 


Bazrr, Linitzp—Petn for winding up, presented May 2, directed to be heard om May 15. 
Stones & Co, 5, Finsbury circus, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must a 4 
the shove-named not later than 6 o’elock in the afternoon of May 14 

Ciry Exrroratiox Co or Wear Aveteatia, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before 
rs 2 Ay. See a ERE TLE aul the postiotions of tele 4 ts or claims, 

Frederick Levi "al merston bldgs, Bishopsgate st Withi Yheston & Sons, 
Gt Wiachester st, solors for liquidator +% siete 

Kapue-Myrone Goiy Mixes, Linrrzp—Creditore are required. on or before June 19, 
to vend names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
E.T Bead Copthall House Copthall avenue. Vallance & Co, solora to company 
a Pievaton yin yar + mes Liurrep — Creditors are required, on or before June 

, to send their names resses, and the culars of their debts or c’ 

yt b Wilrinaon, 14 a Live — so 
yeame Boar Oo, Liniren—Peta for winding up. prevented May 3, directed to be heard 
on May 15 ham & Co, 15, Devonshire Ay 2 a for quinn "Notice of appearing 
must reach the e-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 14 

Basp axp Gotw Misixa Co, Liniren —Petn for winding up, presented 30, directed 
to be on May 15 Church & Co, 9, Bedford row, solors for . Notice of 

must reach the above-named 


. not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 








Waxxine to rwrexpmxo Hover Puncuasers axp Lussxxs.—Before pur- 
or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 


T Reported u by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineerin 
Co, (H. Carter, C.E., anther 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 


———__ 
—=: 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 26. 


Mazsn, Kare Annie, Claremont gdns, Nottingham May 21 Barker v Burton, Byrne, J 
Johnson, Outer Temple, Strand 
Gas Lars Norfolk, Farmer May 17 Hutchison v Salmon, Byrne, J Kennett, 
orwi 
SxixyeR, Witt1aM GzorcE, Jermyn st Mayl4 Tatam v Maude and Skinner, Byrne, J 
Tunnichffe, Arundel st 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 30. 


GersHon, JoserH, Manchester May 28 Mercantile Bank of Lancashire, Ltd v Gershon 
Registrar, Manchester Sidebotham, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 38. 
Buckie, James, Talgarth rd. West Kensington, Gent June 5 Schofield v Coates, 
Farwell, J Smith, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Fipter, Wii11am ScHorieitp, Heaton Chapel, Lancs, Estate Agent June3 Mooresy 
Fidler, Registrar, Manchester Salomonson, Manchester 
Maveuan, Joun Nicuoias, Newbrough Lodge, Northmbrid June 10 Winstanley y 
idiard, Farwell, J Lidiard, Gt James st, Bedford row 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cua. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 19. 
dues, Moust Sr Vixcent, Westbury upon Trym, Glos June 10 Wansey & Son, 


Arnot, Ropert, Gracechurch st May 25 Foss & Co, Fenchurch st 

ASHLIN, Mary, Poona, British India July 16 Corley, Queen Victoria st 

Beckett. Jonny. Sunderland, Clay Pipe Manufacturer May 21 Lawson, Sunderland 
Beavan, Exvizasetu, Llowes Hay, Radnor ty £ James, Outer Temple, Strand 
Bornor, Jutia Anyk, Brighton June1 M & H Turner, Sackville st 

Brypow, Wiiu1am, Dur! Natal, M.D. June 20 Blvth & Co, Old Broad st 

Burcess, JosepH Tuomas, Newton, Chester, Licensed Victualler May 20 Brooks & Ob, 


Hyde 
Crakk, Tuomas, Parel, Bombay, India June1 Turner, York 
Comepriper, Henry James, St Leonard's on Sea, Gent June7 Neve, St Leonard's on Sea 
Dent, Taomas, Fosham in Holderneas. Yorks, Farmer June4 Watson & Co, Hull 
De Vere, Atpert Henry Bensoy, Edgware rd, Esq May 20 Devonshire & Co, Old 


Jew: 
Drx, Ayx, Enastonbury, Somerset Junel1 Swayne & Gould, Glastonbury 
Everest, Evten, Hadlow Mayl1 Preston, Tonbridge 
FiaTT, SABAH ANN, Stepney May13 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 
Gorey, Mary Ayn, Liverpool Junel Smith & Son, Liverpool 
GREEN ae Dymoxe, Harpenden, Herts May 25 Simpson & Bowen, Princes st, 
Bap 
HApinsTsiyx, Puiuir, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich May 21 Samuel, Gt Winchester st 
Hakrris, Jonn, Exmouth Junel Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 
Harzison, Puywis, Stokesley, Yorks May1 Carrick, Stokesley 
Heszor, Isanevia, Cheltenham May 31 Griffiths & Co, Cheltenham 
Hooper, Cuar.es Pearce, Clev Somerset Mayl Ball & Co, Stroud 
HovxtaBee, SusannaH Magia, Syd Kent May18 Bridges & Co. Red Lion sq 
Jaocxsox, WILLIAM, Grocer, Poulton le Fylde May 18 John Jackson, Executor 
Jenkins, Many Boriasz, Swansea May 31 Strick & Co, Swansea 
Jurome, Major-General Hexry Epwarp, VC, Bath May 21 Tucker & Carpenter, Bath 
Joseru, Henny, Kingsland rd, Clothier May 20 Dowse, Kingsland rd 
Kemp, James, Bristol, Beer Retailer May 31 Pomeroy, Bristol 
Kigryax, Many Extiex, Warrington, Lancs, Licensed Victualler June 1 Page, Man- 


Kyox, Many Ceci, Dover May 81 Caprons & Co, Savile pl, Conduit st 
Lewis, Jouy, Lianberis, Quarryman May 23 Roberts & Davies, Carnarvon 
Lort, bry Epuunp, Great Tower st, Wine and Spirit Merchant May31 Aston, Old 


Loumas, Exvizaneru, Kentisbeare, Devon May 16 Prior & Co, Bedford row 
MacArrnur, Roser, Bottisham, Cambridge, Farmer May9 Ginn & Matthew, Cam- 
brid 


i] 
Macs, Som, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Road Surveyor May 31 Wilkins & Toy, 
Chippiog Norton ‘ 
Mowx, Cuarves James, Buckingham gate, Westminster May 31 Clark & Sons, Bristol 
Murray, Kare, Bolton May 22 Ritson, Bolton 7 
Norrucors, SzLina HeLena, Woodbury, Devon April 26 Battishil] & Houlditch, Exeter 
Nurra.y, Georce Epwagp, Accrington May 20 Haworth & Broughton, Accrington 
O.persHaw, Leycester Harnzis, Pimlico Junel Roscoe & Hincks, Finsbury sq 
Po.iagp, seenon, South Shields, Cooper and Cask Merchant May 25 Smith, North 


Bhiel 
Quai, Jonx, Cambridge May13 Papworth & French, Cambridge 
Raw ivos, Frank, Bath, Hotel Keeper May 20 Bartlett, Bath 
Row.anps, Mary Janz, Carnarvon Junel Henwood, Carnarvon 
Scuumacuer, Daniex, Liverpool May 20 Oliver Jones, Liverpool 
Sco.es, Aucustus Cony, Frimley Junel Walker & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Suitu, Bamvet, Nelson, Lancs, Votton Manufacturer June 1 Baldwin, Nelaon 
SouLey, Marcaret, Alford, Lincs May 19 Millington & Simpson, Boston 
Srawiey, Many, Hazelgrove, Chester May 18 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 
Sucpex, Soruia, Kirkburton, Yorks May7 Ariom, Huddersfield 
Svxes, Many. Thoresby Park. Nottingham May 20 Charles & Terry, Retford 
Tannen, Atynep Ricnanp, Bath May 20 Bartlett, Bath 
Toox, Tuomas, Eccleshall, Staffs, Farmer May10 Lea & Burke, Eccleshall 
Tyxeei., Joun, Holland Park avy May31 Baileys & Co, Berners st 
Wanrvnor, Tuomas. Moss Side, nr Manchester June4 W R & P 8 Minor, Manchester 
Werxrey, Davin, Uxbridge rd, Acton Vale May17 Marsha’ & Co, Hammersmith 
W:wstows, Exiza, Olissold rd, Stoke Newington May 24 James & James, Ely pl, 
Holborn cire 
Woop, Cuaries, Didsbury, nr Manchester June4 WR & P 8 Minor, Manchester 
Woo.rey, Anruur, Brighton Juoe7 U; wo & Bacon, Brighton 
Wriont, Buizavera, verpool Mav 31 tesons & Vo, LiPerpool 
Waris ey, Gvonex, Hebden Bridge, Yorks Junel BSutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 


London Gazetie.—Tuxsvay, April 23. 


Annort, Gronar, Blewbury, Berks, Farmer Javel Birch, Thame 

Appison, Harry, Kingston upon Hu! June t Gardam, Aull 

ALtrexvonr, Peren Orro, Birmingham May19 Butlin Birmingbum 

Berrextos, 8anan. Stroud, Glos JuneS Heath & Wkershali, Cheitenhum 

Buaccr, Newron. Hastings May 20 Morgan, a 

Bi non, sours Tnomas, Newton, Chester, Licensed Victualler May 20 Brooke & Co 


Hy 
Coremas, Cuanies, Bristol) May 28 Hirst, Bristol 
Cony. Hexny, Bilbroughton, Worcesters May 20 Harwards & Co, Stourbridge 
Cox, Wititam, Brailsford Hail, Derbys June Smith & Bostock, Derby 
Cuaceneis, Lucy, Birmingham May18 Wilson, Birmingham 
Davey, usage, Forest Gate, Chemical Manufact May 26 Keene & Co, Seething 








on of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
Sanitation,” London. Telephone, “ No, 316 Westminster.” —[Auvr.] ] 
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Dmuty, Gzorcz, Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn June4 Kimbers & peat, Lombard st 
‘orcesters Gateley, Birmingham 

DoyaLD, Mary Annez, Cheltenham May18 Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 

Mary, Brighton, Restaurant Keeper May 81 Wade & Son, and Nutsey & Payne, 


DouzRrTY, Joun, Moseley, May 23 


a? tncowebury 


Fexy, ee, "Celene st, Stock Broker June 1 Dollman & Pritchard, King st, 

Wcias Cay, Leytonstone, Essex, Chemist May 31 Rowe & Wilkie, Basing- 

Gansipz, Samuet, Ambleside, Westmoreland, Painter May 25 Gatey, 
st, Fishmonger 


Chea 
TH. 
eo" 


Humton, Epwarp Broapuurst, New Quebec 
Edgware 

Bases, Witt1AM Henry, Barn 

Boutanp, WiLL1a4M JouN, 


Jacksoy, —, Gateshead, Flour Dealer May 26 

m Tyne 
Joxes, Henny Tupor Trevor, Cambridge, Tutor May 24 
Juce, ELLIs STAPLES Yarrow, 8ol Cambridge, Farmer 
Lewis, ELLEN, Woodlands, Stroud May 25 Winterbotham & 


McApAaM, SAMUEL, Everdon, Northampton May29 WF& W Wiese Daventry 
Marszsoy, Sir Lonatp, KCB, Giangow May 10 Sumatene 6S “ 
MaxwELL, Jamzs Henry, Ashton under Lyne, Tobacco: May 31 itworth & Co, 


Ashton under Lyne 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—F mem ew 3, 
RECEIVING ORD 
ome, Pa. — ner Dorchester Pet 


pril April 29 
Azyort, J AMES, Bencinwey, Leeds, Inventor Leeds Pet 
April 30 Ord Apri 
Avstix, BENJAMIN ——. Batley, a Coal Miner 
Dewsbury Pet April 29 Ord Apr 
Busy, Hersert, Lofthouse, nr Wateteld, General 
Dealer Leeds Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Banser, CHARLES Henry, _ Finchley, Builder Coventry 
Pet A 17 Ord May 
Bowyer, Joszrn, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet May1 Ord 


yl 

Baixe, Tom, La Belle Sauv yd, Editor h Court 
Pet april 29 Ord April 29 oe a: 

Bush, Tuomas, Hammersmith, Estimating Clerk High 
Court Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Cattow, ALLEN, King’s Heath, Worcester Birmingham 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Gurr, Mania, and Mangia Gairritus, Smethwick, Staffs. 
ff tam West Bromwich Pet April "2 Ord 

P 

Cottyer, Freprerick Rosert, Northampton, Boot Manu- 
facturer Northampton Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

Davipson & Co, P M, Newcastle on Tyne, Coal Ksporter 
High Court Pet March 28 Ord April 30 

ae Bolton, Cabinet Maker Bolkn PetMay1 


hn hl Cuartes E, Newcastle on Tyne, 
: t eee Newcastle on Tyne Pet ‘April 13 Ord 


pril 29 
Forster, Frepericx, Northwich, Corn Merchant Crewe 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
GiappEN, Epcar Mansrigip, Reading, Plumber Reading 
Pet April 4 Ord april 29 
ran, Jom, Luton, Bedford, Tailor Luton Pet May1 


Ord May 
Hvrcuins, Tuomas Sampourne, Liverpool, Manager Liver- 
pool Pet April11 Ord april 29 
Jacopy, Gustav, West ee eee Merchant 
High Court Pet May1 Ord M 
a ~y Davin, Tunstall, State, Hanley Pet April 
29 


ar Joun rarry, Talybont, Cardigans, Watchmaker 
stwith Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Kise Epwarp Josrrn, Wadhurst, oom, Farmer Tun- 
ridge Wells Pet April17 Ord April 
Kyowres, Mary Exizasern, Bewdley, Worestr, Farmer 
B ham Pet April 80 Ord April 30 
Kvax, Emit, Brownswood rd, Finsbury —_ Hall Porter 
High Court Pet April 30 Ord April 
Moncan, (Wittiam CULE, Pee, , ae Butcher 
a ridd PetMayl Ord May 1 
Mounrny, Berrranp Samugt Joseru Finnistoxe O’Neru1. 
Buchingh am Palacerd High Court Pet April 12 Ord 


Neat, -, a Chase ter, nr Walsall, Grocer Walsall 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
Nicuoisox, RY, M+ sr Glass Dealer Warrington 
Pet May 1* Ord May 1 
Owex, Wa Am WuitLey, Newton le Willows, Lancs, 
sed Victualler Warrington Pet April’ 29 Ord 


April 29 
Pacz, Joun Georcu, Bradford, Fruiterer Bradford Pet 
May 1 d May 1 
Parken, ert a nt, Beethows Keeper Maid- 
yi 
Pranson, Jans, Keighley Wecka, Contractor Bradford 
Pet April 30° Ord April 30 
Prrt, Davip, jun, Reigate, Surrey High Court Pet 


k, Devon May15 Burd & ao ~~ Devon 
yst, Devon Junel J&SP 
Horan, Hannierr. 8t Leonards on Sea —e 21 Ss & aby Hastings 


May 8 Bye & Birmingham 
Ennion, Soham 





‘eb 28 Ord May 1 
TH, ADoLrnuUs Isipore, Grove In, Camberwell, Rubber 
pyre, Manufactacer High Court Pet April 12 Ord 
y 
Rava, Francis Henny, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler 
Birmingham Pet April 80 Ord April 30 
Ronson, Cuantes Henry Muxason, Brighton, Solicitor 





hton Ora A til 26 
ne, Radnor, Licensed | 


Saunpers, ArtTuuR Ricnarp, ty 
ictualler Leominster Pet April 29 Lm April 29 
High Ge h Court | 
Pet March 20 


- ARTHUR Wauinsi ay, von 
¢ Ww Dorchest 
mont ae Wessse, Kingston on Hull, Butcher Kinge- | 
tonon Huli Pet son Ran April 29 
—, Joun we pe Windsor, Grocer Windsor 
pril 27 Ord April ¥7 
ture Oo ws Wintiam, Piuhie, Herta, zeny Goods 
Dealer Luton Pet April 15 Ord April 29 








Nye, Cuagies Henry, Kk 
Poot, Ex 


Ambleside 
May 31 Hughes, 
Bond st 


Pope, Exete: 
& Dickinson, Newcastle 


rners st 


Burnham on Crouch 











Tii1, Otiver, Catford, Kent, Commission Agent Green- 
wich Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Torsx, Witt1aM Henry, Gloucester rd, South Kensington, | 
Builder Court Pet April 29 Ord et 29 

Waopineron, Jon, Halifax, Caretaker Halifax April | 
80 Ord April 30 


Wa wer, Witii4m Heyry, Cambridge mansions, Battersea, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet May 1 Ord | 


May 1 

Waninc, Tuomas, Earlestown, Lancs, Plumber Warring- 
ton Pet April 23 Ord April 29 

wases Joun, Chester, Plumber Chester Pet April 30 


April 30 
Woop, Sipyzy Bartey, Hay Worcester, Grocer 
Hull, Grocer 


Mills, 
Birmingham Pet May 1 Ord Mayl 
—— Saran Euizapetu, Kingston upon 
Kingston up>n Hull Pet April 29 Ora April 29 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Acar. Joun Yroman, Kirton, Lancs, Potsto Dealer May 

16 at 1230 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, 
Aytoun, Rocer 8inciarr, Drayton gdnes, —_ Kensington 


May }4at12 Bankruptcy ep ew 

Baitey, Herserr, Lofthouse, nr , Dealer 
May 10ati2 Off Rec, 22. Park row, —qe* 

BALLANTYNE, Soon ee Stanwix, nr Carlisle, are Cutter 
May 10 at 12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Baruine, Roser, May 15 at 11 
9, King st, Maidstone 

Broan, pg en Bn Cardiff, Stationer May 10 


at 2.30 
Butt, Tuomas, med Derbss, peas May 10 at 
Co ~ oan Eine a 6, Dasty Cheapside, Tailor May 14 at 
NNOOK, WILLIAM, King r y 
ll Bankruptcy bl base es st 


h Lincs, Driller May 21 
May 10 at 12 Off Rec, 
Be, Ouey gine, Stock broker 


CRANE, a k, Gains 
at 12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 
Gnas. Jom, Sheffield, Builder 


DanigLL, Epwarp Oscar, 


May 15 at 11 Desteegtey b 
Dissex, Grorce, Holloway ‘ture 
Remover May 14 at 2 30 ere , Carey st 
Draxg, Ricwarp, a 5 yh builder 
May liati2 Off Rec, 8, 


FEATHERSTONHAUGH, CHARLES com a ii on 
Tyne, Stockbroker t 13 at 11.30 Off Ree, 30, 
Mosley st, Westgate rd 

Fox, Joszrrs, Runcorn, Chester, Tailor May 10 at 10,15 
Court house. Palmyra eq, Warrington 

Granxum, Wattrer Be.riscp. Luton, Beds, Physician 
May 10 at 11.80 Chamber of Commerce, Luton 

Haut, Groner Tromas, Tidal Basin, eam, Grocer May 
14atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 

Hayes, Ricnarp Wittiam PALMER, 1, Grocer’s 
Assistant May 10 at 3 Off Rec, 26, J at, Sunder- 


Hunt, Heyry, > Iain, Tine, Gooner May 10 at 12.30 Off 

ia, be . Waltham Cross, ee Chemist May 11 
atll Off Reo, 95, ‘emple av 

seltear Joun tee hg St Leonards on Jobmaster 
ad 10 at 8 Vounty Court Office, 24, Cambridge rd, 


ey wi A.sert, Cambri Tailor May 15 at 
10.30 5, Petty Gury, ambridge 

stusrendilie ABLES, Pandora ri, West Hampstead, 
Music S ep cue May 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Care’ 
oe Gronar, Pah. DS Butcher May 11 at 


un¥ Off Reo, 8, King st, N 
12. Cc, 

te Lines, Grocer May 16 
ee Se 


Moat, THomas, jun, Willo 
ati2 Off Reo. 4 and 6, 
Mouyyevux, Eaxest Mortox, New Brigh 
— May 17 at 12 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, 
verpool 
Mooanrab, James, Cardiff, Shipping Agent May 10 at 8 
bldgs. 38, Carey st 


de. Commission Agent May 15 
bldgs, Carey ot 
rrvis, Barrow in Furness, Grocer 


y 
Neuemias, ALFRED, aes 
ati? Bankrup 
Newton, Hrasear 


May wae. 15 Off Reo, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in | 
Owrw, WituaM Wnuiriay, Newton le Willows, {ane | 
Victualler 


Palmyra sq. Warrington | Laux, Marraias Faepeaiox, Sam, 
Parke Goonsa Boxley, Kent, Beerhouse Keeper May | Court ba 
AMibat ; King st, Maio 


May 10 at 10,85 Oourt house, 


16 at 10.30 9, 
Puitiivs, Isaac, May 11 at 11.15 Off Reo, 


Pi Mt yt 3 mi, Crouch End, Com 
«K WARD uN, ui - 
Mercia Traveller May at 11 Bankruptey bidga, 


TAYLOR, Seu Sharpness, Glos June 1 Scott, 
Terry, Josers, Hemingbrough, Yorks, Farmer July 

Timpson, WitL1am Farey, Northolme rd, Highbury July 81 Wedlake, Finsbury pk 
Wrson, Ex.en, Stamford, Lincs May 31 Atter. Stamford 

Woopnovuse, Francis VAtentive, Albury, Guilford, Barrister June 1 Woodhouse, 





ton. Chester, | 


| Jonns, ~~ -* Parry, 
Abery 


March 9 
Moreax, Wieuiasm Cun, a ae Glam, 
Poatypridd Waring 1 


Nayvor, Joan Witu1am, Burton rs Notts May 31 Guy, Nottingham 


, Sussex Mayi4 J K Nye & Treacher, Brighton 


Sate, 3 James Henry Porrevs, Nowton nr Bury St Edmunds May 18 Meynell & 
verton, Storey’s gate, Westminster 

PALMER, Asa, Bristol May 16 Meade & Co. Bristol 

1zA, Crick, Northampton May 29 W F & W Willoughby, Daventry 


er Hewyry Spurcen, Upper Norwood, Major-General May19 Maddisons, Old 
ewry 


Satmon, Henry Tuomas, Olvestw, Glos June 24 
Scuietre, Freperick, Cork st, Hotel 


Proprietor Moris ee ¢ Tee Conduit st, 


Surru, CuarLortre, Clevedon May 16 Holt & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Sparks, Grorcs, Kast Stonehouse May 20 Scott- 
Srrevur, Besyarp JEAN CHRETIEN, Conduit st, Court Dressmaker June 1 Baileys & 


Tucker, Pi 


Gloucester 
22 Parker & Parker, Selby 


Worstzy, Wit114m Roseats, Bristol May 30 Vincent, Ryde, I cf W 


Preece, GrorGE, Beatiens 6 Grocer May 10 ati1l Off Rec, 
Manor 


1, row, B: 

Repuax, Any, _, —s my 10 at 11.30 

Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

| Szpmaxy, RIcHARp Ciark Dossor, Gt Driffield, Yorks, 
Manufacturer May 10 vat 11 Off Rec, Trinity 

House In, Hull 

Leonarp Fraxcis, Nottingham, Commercial 

veller May 10ati2 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 


N 
oo. 7 > t st, Estate t May 15 at 2.30 
Regen! coe Agen’ 
Guat FREDERICK, —— av, Stationer May 13 at 
230 Bankruptcy bid 


gs, Carey st 
STEDMAN, ba peomame. Liv. Boot Dealer May 15 
z 
May 10 at 


Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Srorry. JosepH, Gateshead, Grocer’s 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Cabicvet Maker May 10 at 11 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Tipy, Wiit1am Epwarp, Bournemouth, Nurseryman May 
. 10at1216 Tne Grand Hotel, Bournemouth 
Tynxpat, Josern, Barrow in 7 
11.30 Off Reo, 16, ¢, Cornwallis st, _— 


ton 
Wueatiey, Henry, Chis Contractor May 10 at 12 
Room 88, T: chmbrs Temple av 
Wiues, Atrrep Jouy, and Freo Hunter, Kingston upon 
Hull, Builders May 10 at 12 Off Rec, Trinity House 


In. Bull 
ier hy Joux, Chester, Plumber May 10 at 3 Crypt 


Eastgate row, Chester 
Wisox, Epwarp aRD, Penton pl, Walworth, Come- 


dian May 16 at 11 “Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aryotp, Taomas, Portland, Builder Dorchester Pet 
129 gine 
Aryort, Jamas, © , Leeds, Inventor Leeds Pet 
April 39 Ord April 3) 


Asucrort, Josrrs, Longton, nr Preston, Agel 
"Imgleme nt Dealer Preston Pet hy dy 
Avstrs, cag — Ord i ks, Coal Miser 


Leeds Pet A 


BaRwsi1, oronol Hema a Grocer High 
Court 
BinkuRap, "has ag th th, Costumier 
igh rt 


Feb 28 Ord April 30 

Bowyen, Joszru. Derby, Derby and Long Eaton 
Pet May1 Ord Mayl 

oo, Se La a. as yea, Editor High Court 

auton, ates, Kip King’ > Ht, Worcester Birmingham 

pri 29 

Cietaxp, Dov Ty fp Ferry, Cheshire, 
Builder Birkenhead wy ame Ord May 1 

Coutiysr, Fasperick Rosger, ya Boot Manu- 

Northamptan pig te! Ord April 37 

Coxnxock, Wituas, King st, a Tailor High 
Court Pet March 25 Ord Ma 

Crav a Sheffield, puller Snettield Pet March 30 
Ord 


1 
| Danreut, Eewase Oscar, r= jo gins, Stockbroker 
High Court 


Pet Aprill Ord May i 


"Daarea, Jaotes, Bolton, Cabinet Maker Bolton Pet May 


1 
Green, Ly oe Boot Dealer High Court Pet 
March 22 Ord April 30 
Hicxuax, Jomyx, Luton, Beds, Tailor Luton Pet Mayl 
Ord May 1 
Horiws, Joux Ja 
H iy ar on West Kensington 
‘out, @ H, Avonmore \. 
Groner’ ‘High Com, Pet Jan St Ont Apri! #6 


at Pet ea Ord April 30 
Kuan __ ea ona aged 
Lercu, ann, “Waltham tna Pe Chemist 
Bamonton Apri: a 
Lasraa, Jom~ Wittram, 8t Leonard’ ve See Jobmaster 
Pet april 2s Ord 
Agent Carli Pet 
Butcher 


Warrington 


Pet Oot 12 Ord 
Moonmgan, Jax a 


Nicwoison, Mary, Glass Dealer 
Pet May 


1 Ord May! 
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Owsn, Wittiam Wuitiey, Newton le ayy Lanes, 
Licensed Victualler Warrington Pet April 29 Ord 


29 
Pacz, Joux Gronce, Bradf Fruiterer Bradford Pet 
P. of y @xono, Bene ot Bot K Maid. 
ABKER, GEORGE, ent ouge - 
sone, Be May Ged at eg 


Paxson, J. ey, Yorks, Contractor Bradford 
Pet A ril 30° Ord April 30 
Revew. Francis Herny, Licensed Victualler 
am Pet April 30 April 30 


SON. mcr Tomas, and Witson Rostysox, Soot- 
pk Yorks, Dyer Dewsbury Pet Aprii 10 Ord 


a —) Wins, Harlesden High Court Pet March 12 


Sreruensox, WIitwiam, upon Hull, Butcher 
ies wena BE 7G Ee 
a Se Joux a indsor, Grocer Windsor 
Tu, Our, | Catton Agent Greenwich 


30 Ord April 30 
Torey, Wns Hewny, Glow Ke ae, 
Builder Ord April 29 
er Halifax Pet April 


cester rd 
High Court Pet A) 29 
Wasseneee, Jox, an, Gasca 
Wanixe, Tuomas Farletown, Lan Plumber Warrington 
Pet April 23 Ord Ma neh 
Wirt, Jom, p hn ” Plumber Chester Pet April 30 
Woop, Saran Exizasetu, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, May 7. 
Bropex, T  Cnantesy Ratlrwond, Burr 
GDEN, THOmas ABLES, Es , Farmer 
Croydon Pet Aprill Ord A ca 
BirtwHistLe, Jous, a Cart Hetver Halifax Pet 
May1 Ord May1 
Borns, Sypwry, Landport, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Bucxrox, Joszra, Bramley, Leeds, Currier Leeds Pet 
c a 27 .~ May 2 
a ZoncE Hensert, Kingsland, Southampton, Mineral 
— ufacturer Southampton Pet May2 Ord 


Ouarats, Cuartes Txomas, Isle of Ely, Con, 
Timber Salesman King’s Lynn Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
Currey, Seyny THomas, oe Corn Factor Windsor 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
“at . Manor Park, Eesex High Court Pet May1 
Coox. pty Feerpenicx, Bradford, Electrical meer 
Bradford Pet Msy4 Ord May 4 tg 
Caaxe, Tuomas, yes Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet A 23 Ord May 
Y, UBERT, and Patmer STeveEns, 
oie , Confectioners High Court Pet May 3 


Drarpey, Les A, Ffynnon Groew, nr Holywell, Flint, 
Drag G Tao a Wellington Gales Timbe 
nc, Gzoncz Tomas. » r 
Marker Madeley Pet May3 Ord May 3 
we May 3 Ord ay Howaley, Derbys, Farmer Derby Pet 
Evans, Tuomas, Ma Ay Boot Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet May 4 Ord Mi 


Gutsenin, Watters es King st West, Bavenscourt 
a Violins High Vourt Pet April 15 Ord 


angiohs, Rowrsr Avr apace, Melton Mowbray Leicester 
May 4 
Hors, Jase, Bolton, Carter Bolton Pet May 3 Ord 
Sienna, need Frayx, be sg All Saints, Lincs, 
Boston 


Corn Merchan Pet May3 Ord May 3 
Hove, Joszrn , ... Seacroft, mr Leeds, 
Agent Leeds Pet May i Ora May 1 


a ALExaype Rozert, Richmond, Surrey, Butcher 
Pet Aprili' Ord May 2 
nee Ricnarp,and Bicuarp Evays, Trefriw, Carnarvons, 
Builders Portmadoc Pet May 3 One 2 
Kritcuixc, Fraxx Panxen, Yorks, Innkeeper 


Pet Ai 
N Davio, East poiwich 
Court Pet 


‘oop Cooxsox, Longton, Staffs, Earthenwar 
: Stoke upon Trent Pet May 2 Ord 


Ponrzr, Ropeet Hanvey, Westhay, Meare, Somersete, 
RVEY, 
Parmer Wells Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Ra “Tit > poe itster 


Pet WH Be May ee + 
Pet March 24 133 or an 
Sapiez, Wiiiiax pt Crommetix, Oxford Oxford Pet 
sory ont an, Yrmonth Could 
‘omas Wi ' Gt 
7 ee Ty ee, 


Sricixas, ge FS Totose, : Devon, Manage of Coal Stores 


May2 Ord 

one, Benen, Stockport, Grocer "Stockport Pet May 4 

Oranss, Taoeas Ler Maes Sette, Furniture Dealer Leeds 

Uspsrrai1, Pecuasans Joszrn Lo ae Smethwick, 
oe Builders West Bromwich May 4 Ord 


May 4 
Wines Baten Srtsm, Mead, Ironmonger Sheffield 
Pet May2 Ord Ma: 
Amended notice for that published in 
the London Gazette of April 19 : 
Waicur, Bexzsaurx, Manchester, Joiner Manchester Pet 
March 14 Ord April 15 


{ AMES, 
Avertis, Bassau Ld Buicos zi ley, ee 0 orks, Coal Mi Ma: 
16 at 13 + 
at Y ner y 





Bazroy, Epwagp, Surrey, Licensed Victualler 
May 14 at 12 80 ve lway app, 
Earlswood, 


London 
Biepenx, Tomas ye 
May 14 at 11.30 24, Railway agp, Lantos 
BiatwuHisT.z. Jonny, Halifax, Cart Driver May 15 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Halifax 
Brizeiey, Garrsipe, Fairfield rd, wee Manchester, 
Grocer May 15 at 3 Off Reo, st. Manchester 
Bring, Tom, La Belle Sauvage yd, Editor “May 16 at 11 
Bankru Carey 


Broap, aoa wOleriage rd, Crouch End, Chemist May 
15at230 Bankruptcy bldgs. ng & 

Burrow, Witi1am, Ormskirk, Lanes, Provision Merchant 
May 15 ati2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Lpeerqot 

Buse THomas, Hammersmith, Esti May 16 
at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Oarey 

CALLAGHAN, ARTHUR. Blackburn, "Undertaker May 15 at 
11,80 Off Rec, se Serge at, Prest 

Curcwnrr, W, Manor wt ad Goose May 15 at 12 


ptcy bldgs, ro 
Cottyer, Freperick Rosert, Northam Boot Manu- 
facturer May 15 at11.3) Off Rec, st, North- 


ampton 
CooLz, ALBERT Bewamn, © Cardiff, Grocer May 15 at 11 
117, St Mary st, Ca 
Cressy, eae gy Cuagence Patmer STEVENS, 
ectioners May 16 at 12 Bank- 
vidge. Carey st 


Dens, — Henry, Crewe, Baker May 15 at 12 Off 
D “7 Co, P Oe Newnes Tyne, Coal Exporter 
AVIDSON le on 

May 17 at 12 Leap red bid Ny Ae 

Draper, James, Bolton, Cabinet Maker yi5 ats Off 
Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

Frecper, GzorcE rasan, Walton, Surrey, Grocer May 
16 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bri 

Geoneae, T 8, row, Al te, Professer May 14 

2,30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Geanen FREDERICK, ees 1 oy Fa Solicitor May 
17at12 Bankru bldgs, Carey 

Goraes ng jun, wick, Staite ¢ Grocer May 15 at 
12 Corporation st, Birmingham 

Same “dace: Blackpool. Builder May lbat11 Off 
Ree, 14, C st,. Preston 

Hicxmax, Jou, auton, Tailor a 16at 10.30 Chamber of 
Commerce, 53, George st, Luton 

Hors, James, Bolton, er Mayi7 at3 Off Rec, Ex- 
change st, Bolton 

Bowness, Gzorce Frank, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincs, 

Corn Merchant May 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4 and‘6, 

Weat st, Boston 

Hove, Joseph Henry, Seacroft, nr Leeds, Commission 
Agent Pf 15 Y 11.30 an: 22, Park row, = 

Hortcarxs, OMAS ae vie verpool, Manager y 
15 at 12.30 Off Rec, 35, My ks 

Kvny, Emit, Browns’ rd, Finsbury Park, Hall Porter 
May 17 at 2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

LayE, a Engineer May 15 at 11 
174. 


Mortimer, pean haa Par, + Grocer May 20 at3 


Bankru bldgs, Carey 

Noses, Hexpert Joun. mays tone, Be ye Fish Dealer 
May 16 at 10.30 Court house, Kin 

Pace, Joun Grorcs, Bradford, Vrattaner . = 15 at 11 
Off Ree, 81, Manor row, Bradford 

Prarsox, JAMES, Keighley, Yorks, Contractor May 14 at 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Ray a, Joun, Liversedge, Yorks, Maltster May 16 at 12 

ff Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Semen SHADRACH GEORGE, Lower Park rd, Peckham, 

Tea Merchant May 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 
Rocers, Samvet ALic har LY - A. Hornsey, 
Diamond Merchant May 20 2 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


—< 

Sroxz, James, Watford, Builder May i4at 3 Lime Tree 
Hotel, 33, High st, Watford 

Swa.es, Sade Lytn, Leeds, Furniture Dealer May 15 

Tx ro y &- = 2 ra nae Herts, F; Goods 
AKE, CHARLES WILLIAM ‘ancy 
Dealer May 16 at 11 Chamber of Commerce, 53, 

Geor, Luton 


ge st, 

TorxincTon, Apyen, Tavistock st, Covent gastn, Financial 
Agent May 20at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Toren, Wittiam Henry, Beaufort te Builder 
May 17 at 2,30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Caretaker ‘Mey 15 at 3 Off 


ax 
WiiiaMs, Tomas Jouy, Pwilheli, aecvens, Grocer 
May 17 st 11 90 Sportaman Hotel, P catmaios 


Wappixeron, Joz, 





—_—_——.., 
———— 


Woop, Saran Exizaseru, Kingston upon Hull, Groce 
May 14ati11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 


is P ys og ag 
PPLEGATE, James, Kinlock 
tractor High Court Pet March 15 Ord May 4° 


y 
See Joun, Halifax, Cart Driver Halifax Pot 
Borne 8 arr, Legion, ts, Build Portsmouth 
yNns, SYDNEY an uilder 
Pet May2 Ord Ma 


BucxtTon, , ony Bruny, Leeds, Furrier Leeds Pet 
27 Ord May 


Cavs, GrorcE «ee Kingsland, Southampton 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Southampton Pet 
May2 Ord May 2 

Cuarman, Cuarues Tuomas, Isle of Bly. Timber Salesman 
King’s Lynn PetMay3 Ord May 

Cook, Gzonce Freperick, Bradford, Electrical Engineer 
Bradford PetMay4 Ord May 4 

Cressy, Husert, and Cuarence Pacuer Sreveys, Oil Mill 
In, Hammersmith, Confectioners High Court Pet 
May8 Ord May 3 


Disxetaria, 9 Witiiam pry Financial Agent High 

Court Pet Aug8 Ord Ma’ 

Bunge, Twouas Bo Rowsley, en. Farmer Derby Pet 
y 

ora, Tuomas, Mardy, am, Boot Dealer Pontypridd 
et May 4 Ord Ma: 


y4 

ae... Gases Ferpinanp, Duke st, Spitalfields, Boot 

Manufacturer High Court Pet March 2i Ord May 9 
Forster, FREDERICK, —_— Corn Merchant Nantwich 

Pet April30 Ord May 
Gopparp, THomAs A Church 

ar gaa of Music High Court Pet ‘March 18 

4 


y 

— -t Rosert ALEXANDER, Melton Mowbray Leicester 
et May 4 Ord May 4 

Hong Jats Bolton, Garter Bolton Pet May 3 Ord 


Mownan, Susman Frank, Wainfleet All =—s Lincs, Corn 
Merchant Boston Pet May3 Ord Ma: 

Hoye, , dh Henry, Beacrof t, mr Omnia 
Agent Leeds PetMayl1 Ord Mayl 

—— THomas F cheated —~ panne Manager Liver- 
pool Aprilil Ord Ma: 

JANSSEN, aoe CHRISTIAN ll Billiter sq, Merchant 

x “7 gs amy | Cn Ses tes 

ITCHING, NK PARKER, ae a a Innkeeper 

Northallerton Pet 4 Ord 


ay 
Mrevite, Joun Frayx,and ee Guy Humpaery, Angd 
ct + vas Bankers High Court Pet March 12 


Pecan, SEE Sonuan, Birmingham, + peed Merchant 
et March 22 Ord May 
Rayner, JOHN, Liversedge, Maltster a Pet May 
8 Ord May 


Baunpers, ae Ricwarp, ew mo Radnor, Licensed 
Vi Leominster t April 29 Ord May 2 
Sitvenr, Samvet, and Hevry grew ER, Rivington st. Curtaia 
rd, Ded uey onan High Court Pet 

March 29 Ord Ma’ 


Sricines, Sipyey, Toten. Devon, anager of Coal Stores 
Plymouth Pet May2 Ord May 

— Saran, Stockport, Grocer Beockport Pet May 4 

ed May 4 

Srorey, Joserg, Geteshend, Grocer’s Memge Newcastle 
ou Tyne Pet April 26 "Ord May 2 

Srravss, JULivs, st, Golden In High Court Pet 

March 15 May 4 

Swaves, Tuomas Lytu, saute, Furniture Dealer Leeds 
Pet May2 Ord May 

Tuake, CHARLES Wit +i Hitchin, Herts, Fancy Goods 
Dealer Luton Pet 15 Ord May 2 

Unperaitt, Wituiam, and Josern Unperuity, King’s 

vem, Builders West Bromwich 

May4 Ord Ma 

Warze, Witiiam an Cambridge mansions. Battersea, 
a Victualler High Court Pet May i Om 

y 

Wisox, Fraxx Wits, Sheffield, Ironmonger Sheffield 

Pet Ma Ord 


May 2 
Wricnr, ey ~~ Manchester, Joiner Manchester Pet 
March 14 Ord Ma 





All letters intended for “publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


EQUITY AND LAW | 


L.IiIEFHn ASSURANOET SOOIDTY. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


Funds exceed - 


£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


alterations, to 
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